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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to identify burnout levels of full-time faculty
holding rank of assistant, associate, or full professor in three categories of
institutions in North Dakota. The three categories comprised eight North Dakota
public colleges and universities. Specifically the research questions were:
1. What level of burnout exists among full-time, postsecondary faculty?
2. Are there differences in burnout levels by rank among full-time,
postsecondary faculty?
3. Are there differences in burnout levels of full-time faculty members by
category of institution?
4. Are there differences in burnout levels by certain demographic
variables?
After a telephone pre-contact was made to solicit participation, a cover
letter, demographic data sheet, and the Maslach Burnout Inventory— Educators
Survey (MB!— ES) were sent to 350 faculty members in the North Dakota
University System. Three hundred thirty-six responses (or 96%) were returned.
Of these, 306 (or 87%) were complete and usable.
Data analysis included descriptive and inferential statistics. The One-Way
Analysis of Variance technique and the Tukey’s procedure were run.

IX

As a grcup, the North Dakota sample were found to have a significantly
higher burnout level on all three of the MBI— ES sub-scales (Emotional
Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment) than the national
average. Associate professors had a significantly higher Depersonalization
score than full and assistant professors. No statistically significant differences in
burnout levels were found by category of institution.
Significant differences in burnout levels by age, highest degree, and
perceived pressure to engage in publishing or creative production occurred.
Faculty age group 40-49 had a significantly higher Emotional Exhaustion and
Depersonalization score than age group over 50. Faculty with doctoral degrees
were significantly lower in their Personal Accomplishment score than those with
master’s degrees. Finally, faculty who indicated that they felt pressure to be
involved in scholarly activity had a significantly higher score on Emotional
Exhaustion than those who reported no pressure.

x

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Neil Souther said that, after several years teaching, he quit and went to
work at a “greasy spoon” for a year. After that year, and in spite of the
fact that he lost retirement, salary, and benefits, Neil determined that
teaching was what he wanted to do. He returned and has been teaching
for many years now (N. Souther, personal communication, 1996).
Olof Ribb took a year's leave of absence to teach English in former East
Germany. He returned with greater experience, though he had lost a year
on the salary schedule. Yet no one took interest; for those who did
inquire, he gave a few short presentations. Many observed how he began
to use the Internet to keep motivated and intellectually stimulated. After
returning from Europe, he managed to teach one more year, and then he
quit— to sell international coffee in the Twin Cities. Olof had taught about
seven years and was an excellent teacher (O. Ribb, personal
communication, 1996).
A dose friend of this writer taught first-year Spanish for five years in the
junior high, middle, and senior high schools in Bismarck and Mandan. He
became so bored with it, and so discouraged because of the discipline
problems, the lew salary, and the disinterest of the students, that he had
to get out. He went to graduate school to be a student again. There was
so much to learn and he wasn’t learning it as a teacher (J. Jay, personal
communication, 1996).
“Jim: A teacher can be compared to a battery. At the beginning of the
school year, all the students are plugged in and drawing learning current.
At the end of the school year, the battery is worn down and must be
recharged. And each time the battery is recharged it is more difficult to
get it to hold its charge, and eventually it must be replaced. That is when
complete burnout has taken place." (Maslach, 1982a, p. 2)
Background of the Study
Although the term burnout has been around for some 20 years (Maslach
& Leiter, 1997), “There is as yet no commonly accepted definition of
1
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this phenomenon” (Welch, Medeiros, & Tate, 1982, p. 6). “In the early 1970s,
almost nothing was known about it [burnout]” (Maslach, 1982a, p. 7). Still, many
have sought to define burnout and, though definitions do vary, exhaustion seems
to be a common element of each.
Arreenich (1981) stated that burnout is “a persistent feeling of frustration
[which] leads to a condition of fatigue, physical and emotional” (p. 2). Welch et
al. (1982) defined burnout as a complex process which affects at least five major
areas of human functioning: physical, intellectual, emotional, social, and spiritual.
According to Maslach (1982a), “Burnout is a syndrome of emotional exhaustion,
depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment that can occur among
individuals who do ‘people work’ of some kind” (p. 3). Pines and Aronson (1988)
provided a similar definition. They saw burnout as “a state of physical,
emotional, and mental exhaustion caused by long-term involvement in situations
that are emotionally demanding” (p. 9).
There is a tendency among people to confuse burnout with stress.
However, Maslach and Leiter (1997), along with Pines and Aronson (1988),
maintained that burnout is not stress. Nonetheless, it may be that stress is a
main cause of burnout (Bundy, 1981).
What Causes Burnout?
There is no agreement among researchers as to the cause of burnout. "In
general the causes are many, varied, individual, and in some cases, unknown.
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Burnout begins to look very much like the common cold" (Welch et ai., 1982, p.
8). “The most-often-mentioned cause of teacher burnout” is money (Welch et ai.,
1982, p. 17). Yet, in North Dakota, where salaries for public school teachers are
the lowest in the nation, a study by Arreenich (1981) found some interesting
results concerning salary as a cause of burnout.
After studying 350 public school classroom teachers in North Dakota to
determine the extent to which the burnout syndrome existed and the significant
factors which affected it, Arreenich (1981) concluded that gender and teaching
ievel were the factors most significantly related to burnout. Less significant were
years experience, salary, marital status, educational background, number of
dependents, and size of the community. Neither the age of the teacher nor the
number of students in the class were significant factors. Curiously, discipline
problems were not even expressed as causes for teacher burnout by the
participants in this study.
In additional studies, other potential causes of burnout that have been
proposed are violence and vandalism (McGuire, 1979); lack of student interest,
participation, and the devaluation of education (Bardo, 1979); length of time on
the job with the same routine, professional disillusionment, inadequate pay,
inability to cope with changing educational methods, and involvement with
students’ problems (Scrivens, 1979); and lack of adequate preparation,
monotony, and feelings of helplessness (Zahn, 1980).

4

The devaluing of education is causing a teacher morale problem in the
United States according to Welch et al. (1982). The following outlines a number
of factors that contribute to this devaluation of the teaching profession: (a) the
belief that teaching is just baby-sitting, (b) the idea that anyone can teach, (c) the
problem of student discipline, (d) the lack of respect among students for
teachers, (e) criticism and attacks of the teaching profession by those seeking
political office, (f) the problem of poor working conditions, (g) the problem of
student attitude, (h) the problem of isolation, (i) the problem of changing
philosophies of education, (j) the problem of being used, (k) the problem of red
tape, (I) and the problem of structure (Welch et al., 1982).
Welch et al. (1982) have also characterized burnout metaphorically as
Death Valley and Dead Sea. Teaching is one of the helping professions and
teachers are those upon whom others make great demands. “If they [teachers]
believe that they can continually give without somehow being fed themselves,
then they become psychological Death Valleys” (p. 14). A person who becomes
a psychological Dead Sea is one with an “inability to share intimacy with some
other person” (p. 14). Teachers who isolate themselves, who close their
classroom doors, and never share with colleagues are in danger of burnout.
Two additional causes of burnout that appear repeatedly in the literature
are expectations of the individual and the organization or system in which people
work. According to Pines and Aronson (1988), burnout seems to affect those

5

who have high expectations and grandiose ideas about the profession they are
entering. When those expectations are not realized, when the reality of the
position becomes dear, frustration and disillusionment sets in. The individual rio
longer believes that he or she can make a difference and begins to feel like the
career choice was a mistake. Welch et al. (1982) have observed that people
facing a new job are enthusiastic, willing, and dedicated. But when things don’t
go according to plan, they “all grapple with the problem of the loss of meaning in
what was once a dream” (p. 4). After several years of research, Pines and
Aronson (1988) have come to believe that "the cause of burnout is existential—
that it rests in the human need to ascribe meaning to life” (p. xii). When a person
can no longer derive meaning from his or her work, then burnout will take place.
Burnout occurs when “work has no meaning and stress continuously outweighs
support and rewards” (Zahn, 1980, p. 11).
Currently, the organization or system in which people work is receiving
attention and may be considered the “cutting edge” of burnout research.
Teacher burnout is thought to stem from system sources and too rigid
bureaucracy that stifles creativity of good teachers. As a result, teachers get
bogged down in the boring and tedious aspects of the job (Ricken, 1980).
Christina Maslach was one of the first psychologists to explore the
burnout phenomenon and is now considered one of the leading authorities of this
phenomenon. Early on in her first studies of burnout, Maslach (1982a) observed
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that “burnout [was] more a product of bad situations than of bad people” (p. 10).
Her research has continued to lead her to analyze the situational components in
which people suffer burnout. Illustrating how the organization may just be the
elusive cause for burnout that everyone has been trying to pinpoint, she says,
“Imagine investigating the personality of cucumbers to discover why they had
turned into sour pickles without analyzing the vinegar barrels in which they had
been submerged” (p. 10)!
While the enduring belief is that people are the cause of burnout, and one
needs to change them or get rid of them, Maslach and Leiter (1997) maintain
that research consistently indicates that people are not the problem, but the
“social environment in which people work. The structure and functioning of the
workplace shape how people interact with one another and how they carry out
their jobs” (p. 18). “Burnout in individual workers says more about the conditions
of their job than it does about them. Contrary to popular opinion, it’s not the
individual but the organization that needs to change, especially in the present
work environment” (p. 21).
The workplace has changed bringing with it a number of factors that are
contributing to the increase in burnout among workers. These factors include
absence of concern for product or people, global economics (competition),
technology, redistribution of power, and failing corporate citizenship (Maslach &
Leiter, 1997). Burnout exists due to work overload, lack of control over that
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work, lack of reward for the work, lack of community, lack of fairness, and value
conflict (Maslach & Leiter, 1997).
As the number of research studies into the phenomenon of burnout
continues to grow, a more formal definition of burnout and its causes wili become
more clear. It is a relatively new issue— greatly ignored previously— that is
gaining more and more attention.
The future for the study of burnout is a positive one. Again, the latest
research indicates that working conditions, not individuals, are to blame. This
new evidence has led researchers to examine how organizational intervention
may have a more far-reaching impact on burnout than previously believed. Yet,
much is remaining to be learned about burnout; quick and easy solutions just do
not exist. As Maslach and Leiter (1997) pointed out, ‘ The hard truth is that there
are no simple answers to the complex problem of burnout” (p. 154).
Need for the Study
While the body of literature regarding the burnout syndrome in elementary
and secondary school teachers was extensive, there were few studies of the
phenomenon concerning college faculty. In North Dakota, there had not been
any studies on burnout among higher education faculty. Thus, this research
study greatly added to and enhanced the existing body of research that had
been done concerning burnout.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research project was to identify burnout levels of
full-time faculty holding rank of assistant, associate, or full professor in three
categories of institutions in North Dakota. The three categories comprised eight
North Dakota colleges and universities.
Research Questions
Specifically, the research questions were:
1. What level of burnout exists among full-time, postsecondary faculty?
2. Are there differences in burnout levels by rank among full-time,
postsecondary faculty?
3. Are there differences in burnout levels of full-time faculty members by
category of institution?
4. Are there differences in burnout levels by certain demographic
variables?
Delimitations of the Study
1. The study was limited to the level of burnout as perceived by full-time
faculty during the 1999 spring semester only.
2. The population of the study was limited to colleges and universities in
North Dakota.
3. The population of the study was limited to full-time faculty as defined
by those who hold title of full, associate, and assistant professor.
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4. This study was limited to postsecondary faculty.
5. The level of burnout was measured by the Maslach Burnout Inventory.
6. This study was limited to category I, MB, and III institutions as
classified by the American Association of University Professors.
Category IIA was not included.
Limitations of the Study
This study was limited by the self-reports of the participants. Self-report
measures can be criticized on the grounds that they may be subject to distortions
related to social desirability, denial, or rationalization (Thompson & Dey, 1998).
Another limitation of this study was due to the sampling technique which
was not truly random. Faculty members were pre-contacted by telephone and
their participation was requested. If their response was no, then further calling
was made until a target sample number was achieved. Therefore, this study
may be limited due to sample bias.

CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Stress
Definition
Researchers on stress have proffered many different definitions of stress
and the literature is replete with sundry ideas on what constitutes stress.
However, most often, it can be categorized as a response. Seldin (1987a)
defined stress as “the body’s physical, mental, and chemical reactions to all the
things that surround it and impinge on it” (p. 1). Lecker (1978) said that “stress,
then, is the reaction by the body to a stimulus that is unpleasant” (p. 80). That
stimulus has been defined as stressors which, according to Noel (1987), “are the
internal or external factors that trigger a stress reaction in a person” (p. 66).
Others, like Lazarus (1990), believed that “stress can best be understood
as a discrepancy between the perceived demands of a situation and the
perceived abilities to cope with and adapt to those demands" (p. 3). Smith
(1986) concurred in that “when the demands of a situation outweigh the
resources one has to handle the situation, the result is the perception of negative
stress. The greater the perceived mismatch between the demands and
resources, the greater the resulting physiological, psychological, or emotional
response” (p. 36).
10
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This perception of inadequacy to cope has been the focus of studies of
stress in the workplace. Gmelch, Wilke, and Lovrich (1984) pointed out that
“professionals who interact directly with other people— such as police officers,
administrators, teachers, and dentists— appear to be more vulnerable to
occupational stress than other kinds of workers” (p. 367). And it is these
teachers, including university professors, who work in stress-producing
conditions with competing workload agendas (Thompson & Dey, 1998).
Seldin (1987a) observed that “stress can be beneficial if it triggers growth
and improves the professor’s performance. But it can be destructive if it leads to
burnout, alcoholism, tension headaches, irritability, and boredom” (p. 1). This is
what is known as negative stress, a concept that comes from one of the first to
study stress, Hans Selyle, who believed that there is a type of stress that can be
harmful— distress. Distress :s continual stress that causes you to constantly
readjust or adapt (Selyle, 1974).
Causes
Traditionally, the professoriate had not been viewed as a stressful
occupation. Academic freedom and tenure seemed to provide work conditions
that were free of common stress-producing pressures. Yet, situations
recognized as stressful in other occupations have now become common in
academe (Thorsen, 1996). McMillen (1987) said that colleges and universities
are jokingly called “stress factories” (p. 10). Austin and Pilat (1990) emphasized
that “stress is a prominent feature of the work experience of many American
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faculty members” (p. 38), and the causes were numerous oince a person’s
reaction to stressors in the environment was so individual. Yet, recognizing the
source of our distress is the first step toward reducing our discomfort (Manera &
Wright, 1981).
Carr (1998) explained that teaching often occurs under conditions of
tension. These tensions can be created by what the teacher values, the
teacher’s definition of knowledge, the economies of time, the primary audience
for teaching, rewards for excellent teaching, standards of excellence, shallow
evaluations of teaching, the constructed situation of teaching, and the struggle to
maintain a living balance in life.
Austin and Pilat (1990) (see also McMillen, 1987) offered what they
believed causes faculty stress: “blurring the boundary between the personal and
the professional, dividing time between service to a discipline and to an
institution, perpetuating an environment of intense perfectionism in which there is
no possibility of satisfaction, and several trends at the organizational level such
as fiscal pressures, a greater emphasis on research, tightened requirements for
tenure and promotion, greater competition, constant uncertainty” (pp. 38-41).
Thompson and Dey (1998) have expanded on Dey’s (1994) research and on
previous faculty stress research (Finkelstein, 1984; Gmelch, Lovrich, & Wilke,
1984) by including “off-campus” sources of stress (e.g., family obligations) which
“can be substantial for faculty but have previously not been given much
attention" (pp. 325-326).

13

Armour, Caffarella, Fuhrmann, and Wergin (1987) have identified several
major influences on faculty stress in the literature and from their own research:
1. Monotony (performing the same tasks they did when they entered the
profession);
2. Lack of advancement (once reaching full professorship);
3. Lack of conviction (that what they do has value);
4. Lack of community;
5. Changing mission (role of higher education);
6. Lack of leadership (administration);
7. Stultifying reward structure.
Seldin (1987b) stated, “The research literature suggests that college and
university professors are buffeted at work by a number of stress-producing
factors” (p. 13). These include:
1. Inadequate participation in institutional planning and governance;
2. Too many tasks to do in too little time;
3. Low pay and poor working conditions;
4. Inadequate faculty recognition and reward;
5. Unrealized career expectations and goals;
6. Unsatisfactory interactions with students, colleagues, and the
department chair.
Gmelch (1987) has discovered some truisms about academic stress;
Faculty stress
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1. Is predictable, depending on age, gender, and marital status;
2. Is consistently influenced by the professional variables of tenure and
rank;
3. Is determined to a high degree by the institutional reward structure;
4. Is influenced by time constraints impeding the way to productivity;
5. Is influenced by the perceptions of one’s own expectations;
6. Is universal across all academic disciplines.
Goid (1988) related that “among university faculty work-related stress is
the result of dissatisfaction prompted by academic grade inflation,
unemployment, retrenchment, and changes in the composition of student
bodies” (p. 142). Gold cited a study by Bender and Blackwell (1982) which
reported that salary, institutional support, and institutional policies are the three
highest-ranking sources of stress for all faculty.
In a study by Manera and Wright (1981), a 14-item Q-sort instrument on
stressors in teaching was administered to a group of 164 educators (classroom
teachers, university professors, graduate students) attending stress workshops.
The number one stressor was time management.
Seldin (1987a) has stated that “varied environmental (e.g., increased job
demands, excessive workloads, conflicting roles, pressure for promotion and
tenure) and personal (e.g., excessively high expectations, striving to satisfy both
professional and private needs) stressors can become pervasive precursors to
burnout for those in higher education” (p. 94).

15

Effects
David F. Machell, a psychologist and associate professor of justice and
law administration at Western Connecticut State University, has coined the term,
“Professorial Melancholia,” a sense that nothing is ever good enough. Academic
training promotes perfectionism, criticism, and skepticism. This intensifies any
obsessive-compulsive tendencies and creaies serious emotional disorders
affecting one’s perceptions of his or her environment. There are three stages of
this disorder: (a) New professors suffer from a sense of isolation and a sense of
loss of self-esteem (the tarnished star syndrome): (b) Feelings intensify and
professors become resentful of their work and their students; (c) Acade. cs
become very angry and cynical. Professors often imagine that administrators
and students are out to get them. Here they are very prone to alcohol, drug
abuse, verbal abuse, and even suicide (Machell, 1991).
The life of a typical faculty member is a highly stressful one which,
Thurman (1984) believed, increases the likelihood that many faculty will react in
a Type A, or coronary-prone, manner to the pressures they face. The primary
dimensions of the Type A behavior patterns are competitive achievement
striving, a heightened sense of time urgency, and easily aroused impatience and
anger. To reduce, three cognitive-behavioral techniques are suggested:
cognitive-restructuring, rational-emotive imagery, and anger management. Each
technique was successfully utilized in a treatment program for Type A faculty at
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North Texas State University. As a result, significantly greater reductions in
Type A behavioral reactions to pressures were reported (Thurman).
Prevention
Many ways are suggested to help in alleviating stress or preventing it.
Gmelch, Wilke, and Lovrich (1984) declared that appropriate measures need to
be designed to deal with occupational stress among university faculty members.
“Much of the stress that faculty members experience might be alleviated by a
reappraisal of institutional and individual capacities. As resources at many
institutions are stretched ever further, it may no longer be possible to accomplish
the same goals as before” (p. 367). As Austin and Pilat (1990) pointed out,
“Since faculty members are arguably a college or university’s greatest resource,
the quality of their working lives should be of some considerable concern”
(P- 42).
While Carr (1998) suggested possible ways to reduce tension in
teaching— experiment, demonstrate a heuristic and create a forum where good
questions are the focus, emphasize the challenges and attractions of
scholarship, model useful behavior, remember that learning is a process, identify
the characteristics of mastery, and help students to build bridges— many
researchers view two levels of concern: personal and professional. Sorcinelli
and Gregory (1987) concluded that “the problem of balancing personal and
professional aspirations is a principle source of stress in faculty lives, but it has
not been addressed by academia” (p. 43). Austin and Pilat (1990) have made
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an attempt to address the issue, however. They suggest that, to reduce faculty
stress, two levels should be addressed: individual and institutional. On the
individual level, planning, flexibility and organization, communication, and
support systems all using a variety of short-term and long-term strategies can
help faculty members gain more control of their lives and the inevitable stressful
situations. On the organizational level, expectations and goals should be clearly
stated, flexibility in personnel matters (e.g., in appointments, work, tenure,
benefits), and attention to support services.
Other suggestions on a personal level include the areas of
communication, organization, support, and flexibility (Sorcinelli & Gregory, 1987);
nutrition, physical activity, relaxation techniques, emotional support,
assertiveness, and time management (Noel, 1987); being more assertive, setting
priorities, and using quick relaxation techniques when dealing with excessive
time constraints; readjusting expectations, seeking small wins, focusing on
achievements, using coping self-statements, and seeking social support when
dealing with high self-expectations and personal insecurity; making requests
assertively and developing a personal plan for change when dealing with
departmental affairs; and developing clear evaluation procedures, considering
student learning styles, and disputing irrational beliefs (negative self-talk) when
dealing with interactions with students (Grasha, 1987).
Armour et al. (1987) called for the institution to use the following
strategies:
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1. Aid in accomplishing what is presently underway (assist professors);
2. Grant temporary change in responsibilities;
3. Facilitate midcareer shifts (to administration, business, government);
4. Allow early retirement.
Similarly, Quick (1987) suggested the following institutional preventive
actions;
1. Participative management,
2. Flexible work schedules,
3. Career development,
4. Social support.
Higher education institutions need to recognize that organizational life can
be stressful, especially when working in an uncertain and changing environment,
and to learn from the private sector’s experiences at managing the stress of
change. Colleges and universities should adopt a comprehensive institutional
program to handle workplace stress, demonstrate institutionwide commitment to
a program of self-management, develop a tailored program that meets
institutional needs, build key features for stress management into
self-management training, use simple start-up tactics in introducing the
self-management program, expect modest but important outcomes, and ensure
long-term commitment to the self-management program (Munz, 1995).
The bottom line seems to be that institutions could assist faculty by being
more flexible and supportive (Sorcinelli & Gregory, 1987).
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Studies in Higher Education
Nursing Faculty
Hinds, Burgess, Leon, McCormick, and Svetich (1985), in a first attempt to
study the effects of job-related stress upon role performance of nursing faculty,
interviewed nine faculty in a oaccalaureate program. Full- and part-time faculty
holding degrees from BSN to PhD were involved. Four categories of role-related
stressors which impact performance and role satisfaction were identified—
classroom, academia, clinical, and administrative— using a Q-sort technique. In
the category of Classroom, the behavior “developing innovative methods for
presenting class content” was statistically most stressful for faculty (p. 63). In
Academia, the behavior “managing time to meet commitments to the students
and to the university” was statistically most stressful (p. 63).
Oermann (1998) also conducted research that examined work-related
stress experienced by 226 clinical faculty in nursing programs. Faculty rated the
extent to which they experienced 23 potential stressors associated with clinical
teaching. The predominant stressors were coping with job expectations
associated with their clinical teaching roles; feeling physically and emotionally
drained at the end of a clinical teaching day; job demands that interfere with
activities of personal importance; heavy workload; pressure to maintain clinical
competence or a clinical practice without time to do so; feeling unable to satisfy
the demands of work-related constituencies (e.g., students, clinical agency
personnel, patients); and teaching inadequately prepared students.
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T eacher-Coaches
Kelley (1993) used the MBI— Form Ed, The Perceived Stress Scale,
Coaching Issues Survey, Coaching Problems Survey, Social Support
Questionnaire, and The Teacher/Coach Survey (a demographic data sheet) in a
study of 99 males and 115 females who were teacher-head basketball coaches
from NCAA Division III and NAIA colleges. Results were that the perception of
less social support and fewer years of experience were associated with higher
levels of perceived stress, coaching issues, and coaching problems. Female
teacher-coaches experienced greater perceived stress, coaching issues, and
coaching problems than their male counterparts. Also, higher perceived stress,
more coaching issues, and greater coaching problems predicted higher levels of
emotional exhaustion and depersonalization and a reduced sense of personal
accomplishment. Thus, the personal/situational variables predicted levels of
stress appraisal, which in turn predicted burnout.
National Studies
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching in a profile of
the American professoriate with information drawn from their national survey of
5,000 faculty reported that “nearly 40 percent [of faculty] say they may leave the
profession within the next five years. Also reported was that this willingness to
change careers is higher at two-year than at four-year colleges” (Blackburn,
Horowitz, Edington, & Klos, 1986, pp. 32-33).
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Gmelch, Wilke, and Lovrich (1984) surveyed university faculty members
from 80 randomly selected doctoral-degree-granting institutions of higher
education (40 public and 40 private) nationwide. Seventy-five percent of 1,920
selected responded to an instrument that included 45 job-related stressors.
When faculty stressors were compared across disciplines, more similarities than
differences were found. Of the three major faculty functions— teaching,
research, and service— teaching was the most stressful. In general, faculty
reported that 60% of the total stress in their lives came from their work. Ten
stressors were most troublesome:
1. imposing excessively high self-expectations,
2. securing financial support for research,
3. having insufficient time to keep abreast of one’s field,
4. low pay,
5. striving for publication,
6. feeling continually overloaded with work,
7. job demands that interfere with personal activities,
8. lack of progress in one’s career,
9. interruptions from the telephone or visitors, and
10. meetings.
“The majority of these top 10 stressors related directly to limited time or limited
resources” (p. 367).
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Thompson and Dey (1998) examined sources of stress for
African-American college and university faculty. Participants were 796
African-American faculty in predominantly white institutions whose primary
responsibility was teaching (rather than administration). The institutions were
universities, four-year colleges, and two-year colleges. The results revealed that
the most common sources of stress were experienced in the areas of time
constraints (includes lack of personal time, time pressures, and teaching load),
promotion concerns (includes the review and promotion process, research and
publishing demands, and subtle discrimination [sensing prejudice, racism, and
sexism]), and overall stress; faculty suffered less stress in the areas of
governance activities (includes faculty meetings, committee work, and consulting
with colleagues) and home responsibilities (includes household responsibilities,
child care, children’s problems, and marital friction for ail faculty); and female
faculty experienced greater levels of stress than male faculty. I iniversity faculty
experienced the greatest amount whereas those in two-year colleges
experienced the ieast.
Statewide Studies
Willie and Stecklein (1982) administered a questionnaire to a 25% random
sample, stratified by rank, of full-time faculty in Minnesota’s accredited,
nontheological colieges and universities. Results of the survey were compared
to results of earlier surveys in 1956 and 1968 using the same instrument with
similar samples. While all demographic variables remained relatively
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unchanged, there was seen an increase in percentages of those describing
themselves as indifferent or dissatisfied, especially in four-year institutions.
University Studies
From a study involving 532 interviews with “rank-and-file” faculty members
and administrators from November 1983 to May 1984, Schuster and Bowen
(1985) reported that “faculty [were] becoming more dispirited, stressed, and
anxious about the future” (p. 20).
Relationships were studied between job strain and several quality of life
(QOL) indicators with 46 faculty from humanities and natural science
departments at the University of Michigan. All were males and 99% Caucasian.
The QOL indicators were in the domains of job satisfaction, life satisfaction, and
health. Faculty had no statistically significant relationships between job strain
and QOL for supervisor satisfaction. It was concluded that either faculty did not
perceive that they had supervisors or else that their supervisors did not serve as
a source of job stress. Faculty job strains were found to be positively associated
with number of days ill. Faculty appeared to manifest job strain in the form of
poorer life satisfaction, slightly higher stress-related symptomatology, and a
greater number of days ill. It was also concluded that, “for faculty, work js life,
and a low estimation of the professorial life is translated into a low quality of life
as well” (Blackburn et al., 1986, p. 37).
Brown, Bond, and Gerndt (1986) selected a 20% stratified random sample
of 268 full-time faculty by departments and colleges from the colleges of
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agriculture, architecture, business, arts and sciences, engineering, and home
economics, and from the teachers’ college. The instruments used were the
Measures of Stress, Strain, and Coping by Osipow and Spokane. Findings were
significant interactions between occupational stress and campus role, and
gender and campus role. Major stressors included time pressures, work
overload, and interpersonal relationships. Body signals (headaches) and poor
interpersonal relationships were primary indicators of stress, and taking specific
action and exercising were frequent coping behaviors.
Albertson and Kagan (1988) surveyed 40 university faculty members who
taught courses in education, business, or a social science and their students with
several self-report inventories. Higher levels of personality stress among
teachers were related positively rather than to negative dimensions of class
climate; and relatively stress-prone teachers tended to evaluate the climate of
their classes more accurately than did less stress-prone teachers.
Blix, Cruise, and Mitchell (1994) used The Person-Environment Fit modei
to analyze the lack of fit (misfit) between motivational style and job rewards as a
contributing factor in developing occupational stress symptoms in university
teachers. Three motivational styles and corresponding job rewards were
measured using instruments derived from Porter’s motivational theory in a
questionnaire mailed to 400 randomly selected tenure-track university teachers.
Occupational stress symptoms were measured by items reflecting burnout,
stress-related health problems, perceived work stress, productivity, job
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satisfaction, and consideration for job change. The majority of teachers
indicated a good fit between motivational style and job rewards. Female
teachers were a noted exception with higher misfit scores than their male
counterparts. Despite the “good fit," two thirds of the teachers indicated they
perceived stress at work at least 50% of the time. Teachers also reported
burnout, stress-related health problems, lowered work productivity, inability to
cope with work stress, and job change consideration. Heavy workload was the
most frequently cited reason for considering job change. Female teachers were
more likely to consider job change as a result of job stress. Research-related
activities were considered to be more stressful than either teaching or service. A
positive perception of ability to manage work stress was negatively correlated
with stress symptoms.
Olsen and Crawford (1998) conducted a longitudinal study of a single
cohort of faculty during their first, third, and fifth years of appointment at a large,
public research university. Fifty-four faculty participated. During their first year
at the university, most faculty indicated that they were “somewhat satisfied” to
“very satisfied” with their jobs, even though levels of work stress were relatively
high. By the fifth year, mean faculty job satisfaction had declined and work
stress had increased. Work stress, which was higher for faculty with no previous
work experience, was significantly associated with both lower fifth-year job
satisfaction and a greater likelihood of a negative tenure review.
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Burnout
Definition
Harvey and Taylor (1983) reported that “the first appearance of the term
[burnout] occurred in 1978” (p. 24). One of the best definitions came two years
later from Edelwich (1980) who defined burnout as “progressive ioss of idealism,
energy, and purpose experienced by people in the helping professions as a
result of conditions of their work” (p. 14). The following definition grew from
workshops with thousands of people (Pines, Aronson, & Kafry, 1981): “Burnout is
the result of constant or repeated emotional pressure associated with and
intense involvement with people over long periods of time” (p. 15).
Freudenberger (1980) provided another definition which gives insight into
the phenomenon: “To deplete oneself. To exhaust one’s physical and mental
resources. To wear oneself out by excessively striving to reach some unrealistic
expectation imposed by oneself or by the values of society” (p. 16). Burnout has
been further described by Scrivens (1979) as physical, emotional, and attitudinal
exhaustion.
Maslach (1982b) described burnout as “a response to the chronic
emotional strain of dealing extensively with other human beings, particularly
when they are troubled or are having problems” and “can be considered one
form of job stress” (p. 30). And Harvey and Taylor (1983) understood burnout as
“a phenomenon whereby an energetic person loses interest in his/her work and
becomes likely to quit” (p. 24). “In a broad sense burnout is the condition of
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boredom, indifference, and discontent with one’s profession” (Armour et al.,
1987, p. 4; Kaikai & Kaikai, 1990).
The standard definition today comes from Masiach (1982a) in which
burnout is related to stress, it is understood to be a syndrome in which a
previously committed, helping professional gradually disengages from full
participation in a job in response to excessive job-related stressors. Motivation
to perform wanes, feelings of emotional exhaustion, loss of caring for one’s
students, and a diminished sense of personal accomplishment become more
prominent (Masiach, 1982a).
Other researchers who have made the connection of burnout with stress
include Seiler and Pearson (1984-1985) who called “burnout” dysfunctional
stress or an acute form of occupational stress, and Guglielmi and Tatrow (1998)
who believed that burnout is “a failure in coping that may follow prolonged
work-related stress” (p. 67).
Causes
Early thoughts on burnout, like those of Truch (1980), were that burnout
resulted when “alienation, isolation, a sense of powerlessness, and
self-estrangement created a climate of great dissatisfaction and frustration with
teaching” (p. 1). And Watkins (1986) deemed loneliness as a contributor to “a
great deal [of] faculty stress and burnout” (p. 28).
Later, Todd-Mancillas and Johnson (1987) viewed problems facing faculty
members as resulting from heavy teaching loads, unappreciative students,
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inappropriate instructor evaluation methods, and an unsatisfactory reward
structure. It was also suggested by Todd-Mancillas ?.id Johnson that burnout
among faculty was linked tc ~ocietal demands that they accomplish too much
with too few resources, along with inadequate institutional account of the
problems facing faculty when evaluating their performance. As Fong (1990)
succinctly staied, “The professorial role is ambiguous and multifaceted. Too
many tasks in too little time is a frequent complaint among educators” (p. 102).
Recently, Keliey (1993) saw a causal link with stress and believes that
“burnout results from prolonged exposure to experiences perceived as stressful
and thus must be understood within the context of the stress process” (p. 94).
Melendez and Guzman (1983) also incorporated stress in defining how burnout
occurs. “Burnout in academe is the result of negatively perceived, work-related
events or conditions that produce a level of persistent stress resulting in chronic
frustration, tirec, 3ss or exhaustion, adverse behavior, and inefficiency and/or
dysfunction in one’s work” (p. 16).
More current research has led some to believe, however, that there are
other forces at work. Dillon and Tanner (1995) suggested that teacher burnout
can be triggered by two primary environmental factors, work overload and role
stress. Stress overload may be quantitative (too much work) or qualitative (work
perceived as too difficult to cope with). Role stress assumes two forms: role
conflict (conflicting instructions or demands) and role ambiguity (uncertainty over
one’s job requirements or functions).
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Furthermore, reviews of literature by researchers have resuited in the
identification of variables which may correlate with burnout. Singh and Bush
(1998) identified from the literature several potential correlates of burnout
specifically related to research:
1. Motivation for doing research;
2. Psychological burnout;
3. Work-family conflict;
4. Frustration with the review process;
5. Failure to keep up with knowledge developments;
6. Weak doctoral training;
7. Lack of funding for research;
8. Lack of performance-contingent rewards.
Martin (1984), in another look at the literature, suggested that burnout is
related to a variety of individual variables (e.g., age, job tenure, personality), job
characteristics (e.g., variety, significance, autonomy), and organizational
dimensions (e.g., work climate, performance feedback supervision).
Organizational factors were most consistently and strongly related to the
experience of burnout. Gold (1988) agreed and claimed that “most of the
sources of educator burnout presented in the literature fit into two major
categories: organizational conditions and personal characteristics” (p. 142).
Gold (1988) has continued to study the organization’s impact on the three
sub-scales of the Maslach Burnout Inventory:
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Organizational stress variables of role conflict and role ambiguity each
explained a significant amount of variance in the sub-scales of Emotional
Exhaustion and Depersonalization. Results from studies may indicate
that role conflict could occur when two or more people have sets of
inconsistent expected behaviors for an individual in their role of instructor.
When the individual is unable to reconcile these contradictory
expectations, the result would be some type of role conflict. In trying to
resolve these inconsistencies, instructors may begin to feel exhausted,
fatigued, and may develop negative attitudes toward their students and
colleagues. Reward and punishment structures in an organization have
also been related to burnout in their impact on Personal Accomplishment
and Depersonalization. More difficult to achieve tenure, requirements for
promotion often dependent on one’s publication record, and research and
publications often take precedence over effective teaching record, (p. 143)
Finally, other potential correlates include personal or background variables such
as sex, age, grade level taught, and type of client served (Gold, 1988).
Effects
The effects of burnout are great and diverse. “Burnout is a by-product of
prolonged stress that can result in negative consequences such as absenteeism,
insomnia, fatigue, and aggressive or passive feelings. With higher levels of
burnout, an individual may become susceptible to substance abuse and
psychosomatic illness, develop a negative self-concept, and exhibit poor work
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performance" (Maher, 1983, p. 94). Maurice (1983) observed how creative,
caring persons become cynical, negative and petty. Healthy people get sick (see
also Eastman, 1996); involved people become apathetic; productive people
become preoccupied, careless, depressed, and less effective. Organizations
suffer from low professional morale, increased absenteeism, and high job
turnover.
It is the job turnover that signals the greatest effect of burnout. "In the
extreme, burned out individuals may become dysfunctional or leave the
profession entirely” (Mancini, Wuest, Vantine, & Clark, 1984, p. 94). Yet, while
Seiler and Pearson (1984-1985) called burnout “dysfunctional stress” and said
that “the consequences of dysfunctional stress usually include some form of
withdrawal behavior [wherein] the faculty member may leave the university to
enter another line of work” (p. 15), it may be more subtle: “The individual may
remain on the faculty payroll, but retreat psychologically from the work
environment, making only those contributions necessary to hold his position.
And, in extreme cases, disruptive behavior may be evident” (p. 15).
Wooten and McCullough (1985) conducted a study of the perceptions of
retired faculty members concerning the effects of burnout. Retired faculty listed
their recollections of the observable effects of burnout upon themselves and their
colleagues. A burned out faculty member
1. Was considered “deadwood” by other faculty members;
2. Was disgruntled much of the time;
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3. Spent only minimum time on campus;
4. Did not keep office hours;
5. Showed a decline in publication activity;
6. Had a noticeable lack of interest in work;
7. Exhibited a loss of creativity in teaching and research;
8. Spent less time with students;
9. Dismissed classes early and took frequent “walks."
Watkins (1986) explained many of the above points by revealing that
many [burned out] senior faculty get their satisfaction outside of the university.
In addition, they complain about almost anything: the administration, the dean,
students, heating system, the lighting, and more.
Prevention
Over the years, many ideas for preventing or reducing burnout have been
suggested. As early as 1981, Patton proposed ways to deal with the concept of
burnout for the tenured higher education faculty in communication education.
One way was for college administrative staff to promote faculty development
through a systematic approach to long-term planning, instituting intrauniversity
visiting professorships, and promoting opportunities for faculty exchanges with
other universities. Long-term planning involved the faculty member preparing a
three-year plan that included courses to be taught, research to be conducted,
services to be performed, professional activities expected, and any anticipated
factors such as leaves or grants that would require adjustments. Each year, the
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faculty member would update this plan and indicate whether the goals for the
previous year had been met and what modifications were required for future
planning.
Wooten and McCullough (1985) had suggestions for both administrators
and faculty. Preventive measures for administrators included (a) having an
open-door policy to faculty, (b) tying reward to recognized productivity, (c)
establishing goals or objectives for faculty members, (d) encouraging faculty
participation through professional development seminars, and (e) allowing faculty
input in class scheduling and other administrative decisions. For faculty,
prevention of burnout incorporated
1. keeping current with developments in teaching disciplines;
2. attending and actively participating in professional conferences;
3. developing and implementing innovative teaching in the classroom;
4. getting actively involved with student organizations;
5. establishing linkages with business executives;
6. requesting changes in teaching assignments;
7. enrolling in courses in order to help broaden teaching interest;
8. conscientiously comparing individual performance to colleagues;
9. working outside the college environment during summer months.
Wooten and McCullough believed prevention was the answer to this problem.
Gold (1988) also believed that institutions of higher learning could assist
instructors in the prevention of burnout by
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1. implementing a level of challenge and stimulation for creativity on a
continuous level;
2. providing direction, attainable goals, and programs which enable
fulfillment for individuals and the institution;
3. encouraging mentors for junior faculty members during the first years
of their academic career;
4. rewarding those who have made a significant contribution;
5. providing assistance where needed to encourage faculty toward
greater creativity and productivity;
6. encouraging administrators to support and challenge faculty toward
success in personal and professional growth;
7. providing faculty with increased levels of respect, security, and
authority.
Personal strategies for faculty included:
1. evaluating one’s own stress level through keeping a daily log;
2. reappraising short- and long-term goals;
3. altering the schedule to provide variety;
4. learning effective time management;
5. becoming aware of energy supply and exercising;
6. learning relaxation techniques;
7. organizing faculty support groups;
8. taking minivacations for balance between work and play;
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9. developing a sense of humor;
10. taking responsibility for taking control of one’s life.
Kaikai and Kaikai (1990) suggested that professors use a job
diversification approach similar to one used in industry to combat boredom and
monotony. Additionally, the following suggestions to instructors were given to
help alleviate burnout:
1. request and accept assignments to teach different courses at several
levels in your major discipline;
2. engage in tutorial programs, community service, and volunteer
activities that enhance teaching skills;
3. enhance knowledge sufficiently to be able to teach introductory
courses in your disciplinary minor;
4. invite other professionals, resource people, and practitioners in the
field to participate in classroom panel discussions;
5. become part of teaching teams or inter-disciplinary teams;
6. organize out-of-class activities for students each semester;
7. use new delivery systems to vary and augment class presentations.
The college administration could also assist instructors to overcome burnout by
(a) nominating excellent teachers for external teaching awards; (b) sponsoring
faculty attendance at seminars, workshops, and conferences; (c) promoting
faculty for performance; and (d) giving extra merit salary increments to teachers
of recognized excellence. Providing mentorship for faculty who exhibit signs of
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burnout and promoting a sense of community among faculty were also
suggested.
Watkins (1986) focused upon the senior professors who he believed are
the ones most in need of renewal, yet are the group least likely to make any
changes in their lives. “These older faculty members, who range in age from 40
on up, have reached the top of their careers. They are full professors with
tenure, they have taught the same courses at the same college for many years,
and they have settled into a routine that they expect to continue until they retire"
(p. 21). Watkins suggests helping senior faculty who are on-the-job retirees by
assign' lg them as mentors to new faculty, teaching consultants, and
intrauniversity visiting professors.
Other researchers looked at classroom teaching as the place where
prevention strategies needed to be instated. Heller (1986) believed that to
rejuvenate one’s teaching was to rejuvenate oneself. Todd-Mancillas and
Johnson (1987) followed this line of thought when they advised promotion of the
use of clearer and more systematic and objective evaluation guidelines of faculty
with the hope that these improved guidelines would be designed to help reduce
instructionally-related stress and for supporting faculty’s attempts to provide
students with quality instruction. Guidelines could also reduce faculty anxiety
about meeting retention and promotion criteria.
In the 90s, burnout was not only seen as preventable but treatable.
Renewal was the buzzword. While O’Keefe (1990) considered a holistic
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approach to self-management and self-renewal, McLean and Clouse (1991)
charged that changes and interventions needed to occur on ail levels (individual,
organizational, and societal). Boice (1993) interviewed 33 midlife college
professors identified as seriously disillusioned and revealed that the turning
points behind their career derailments fit a pattern of events, usually in early
career. Successful renewal programs for such faculty members involved them
as mentors for new faculty or partners in contracts for change with departmental
chairpersons.
Recently, classroom teaching has taken the focus of most researchers
who propose prevention strategies to avoid burnout. Emmel (1993) noted one
overriding element that makes a difference in making it through when the level of
burnout increases: a love of teaching. Suggestions for maintaining a healthy
attitude toward the profession and for coping with large teaching loads were:
(a) accept your students as they are and not as you would like them to be;
(b) remember that when a teacher’s patience becomes threadbare, a student’s
challenge begins; (c) allow for periodic time-outs that enable the development of
scholarly activity and exchange; and (d) aim to turn the young student not into a
copy-cat, but into an independent and self-motivating learner.
Eastman (1996) pointed out that in a community college setting,
instructors have the responsibility to determine if their teaching is being affected
by burnout through regularly completing self-assessments of personal and
professional strengths, limitations, and skill areas and recognizing sources of
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excessive stress. Once negative conditions are identified, faculty should seek
ways to prevent or diminish them by achieving and maintaining a balance among
their spiritual, social, emotional, intellectual, and physical well-being.
Johnson (1993) also provided ideas for alleviating burnout occurring
among community college faculty by
1. reducing faculty-student ratios,
2. giving faculty more opportunities for other professionally-linked
activities,
3. developing better administration/teacher relationships,
4. reducing paperwork requirements and unnecessarily complicated work
procedures,
5. creating more interesting and comfortable work environments,
6. placing individual needs on a par with institutional needs, and
7. rewarding faculty for scholarship and career development as weil as
encouraging creativity.
The latest idea has been promoted by West (1999), and it concerns
teaching. “To those who are being poisoned by burnout, where teaching is not
as intrinsically rewarding as it used to be and the sense of staleness cannot be
shaken there is the interdisciplinary antidote for renewal of mind and spirit”
(p. 85).
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Studies in Academe
Coaching
Haggerty (1982) investigated the degree of burnout experienced by
Canadian university coaches on the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI). The
results showed that, overall, Canadian university coaches were significantly less
burned out than those people who worked in other people-related professions.
Notwithstanding this lower burnout level, those coaches who reported more
adverse physical and physiological reactions and adverse job consequences
reported significantly higher burnout levels.
Caccese and Mayerberg (1984) undertook an investigation to assess the
level of perceived burnout in college athletic coaches and to determine whether
male coaches differed from female coaches in level of burnout. Measured on the
Maslach Burnout Inventory, participants were NCAA and AIAW Division I college
head coaches (138 male and 93 female). Female coaches reported significantly
higher levels of Emotional Exhaustion and significantly lower levels of Personal
Accomplishment than male coaches. The largest gender difference was for the
items “I feel frustrated by my job” and “I feel burned out from my work.”
In a recent study, Pastore and Judd (1993) examined perceived levels of
burnout in male and female coaches of women’s teams at two-year colleges. As
in the previous studies, the MBI was also used. Female coaches reported
significantly higher levels of Emotional Exhaustion.
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Counseling
The MB! has also been used to measure burnout levels among
counselors. Cianfrini (1996) investigated the levels of burnout among 123
individuals in this career field. Support from friends, family, and coworkers was
positively correlated with Personal Accomplishment and negatively correlated
with Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization. Burnout was higher for
counselors who used avoidant coping strategies and lower for those using
problem-focused coping strategies. Overall, job satisfaction was positively
correlated with Personal Accomplishment and negatively correlated with
Emotional Exhaustion. Correlations revealed that among the demographic
features, time spent on the job doing paperwork was related to greater burnout,
and education level was related to higher Personal Accomplishment.
Nursing
Many recent studies of burnout have been conducted with nursing
educators at the collegiate level. Fong (1990) examined the relationships
between role overload, social support, and burnout among nursing educators.
Ninety percent of 141 nursing educators from eight campuses of the California
State University system participated. Findings showed a demanding job
correlated significantly and positively with all three sub-scales of the MBI. A
demanding job was the most important predictor of Emotional Exhaustion, lack of
peer support was the most important predictor of Depersonalization towards
students, and chairperson support was the most important predictor of a sense
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of Personal Accomplishment. Social support did not serve as a buffer against
the negative effects of overload on burnout.
A correlational study by Dick (1992) examined burnout in 236 doctorally
prepared nurse faculty in schools of nursing and the relationship of burnout to
management style, collegial support, and workload. The Matthews Burnout
Scale and the MBI were used. Analyses revealed that 39% of the faculty
experienced moderate to high levels of burnout. Significant negative
relationships were found between burnout and participative management,
presence of collegial support, and time spent in research and in clinical practice.
Management style was the strongest predictor of burnout, with collegial support
the second predictor.
A national study completed very recently by Anderson (1998) ascertained
the prevalence of burnout and organizational change among full-time nurse
faculty members in higher education and sought to determine the association
between organizational change-stress and burnout. Two hundred fifty-five
full-time nurse faculty who taught in baccalaureate or higher degree nursing
programs within the states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Mississippi, and
Tennessee responded. The Burnout Assessment Inventory (BAI) measured
burnout and the Organizational Change-Stress Survey (OCSS) measured
organizational changes a: d associated change-stress. BAI sub-scale scores on
enthusiasm, frustration, and alienation determined burnout categories.
Respondents scored moderately high on the three sub-scales. Curriculum
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revision was the most frequently reported organizational change. Relationships
between demographic data and burnout and demographic data and
change-stress were not significant.
In a longitudinal study, Fong (1993) examined the causal relationships
between role overload, social support, and burnout among nursing educators
over a period of time. Ninety percent (of 140) completed the questionnaire at
Time 1. The MBI was used. Fifty-four percent (of 84) completed the
questionnaire a second time, two years later. Data analyses consistently
revealed that Emotional Exhaustion correlated significantly and positively with a
demanding job, time pressure, and feelings of job inadequacy; and burnout (the
three sub-scales) correlated significantly and negatively with social support from
one’s chairperson and peers. Job demands was the strongest predictor of
Emotional Exhaustion, chairperson support was the strongest predictor of both
Depersonalization toward students, and a sense of Personal Accomplishment
two years later. A chronic exhaustion among the educators in this study was
reported.
Staurovsky’s (1992) study resulted from a shortage of nurse faculty.
Eighty-two nurse educators from three university health science center
associated schools of nursing participated to examine levels of burnout and job
satisfaction, to determine the relationship between burnout and job satisfaction in
nurse educators, and to have faculty identify job related activities perceived as
excessive stress producers. The MBI— Form Ed and the Job Descriptive Index
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were used. On the MBI sub-scales, the mean scores of nurse educators fell
within the moderate range of experienced burnout. As burnout increased job
satisfaction decreased. Combined high burnout scores and low job satisfaction
scores were reflected by 34% of the sample. All demographic variables reflected
a weak relationship to the sub-scales. The categories of administration,
academic consideration, and workload had the greatest number of identified
excessive stress producers. Faculty assignment, administrative attitudes, and
multiple job dimensions were the three most frequently occurring stressor
subheadings.
To determine if a relationship existed between hardiness and burnout in
female liberal arts/science faculty and female faculty in nursing, Buran (1992)
measured degrees of burnout for each group using the MBI. The sample
included 121 female, full-time faculty from a large °tate university (66 nursing. 55
liberal arts/science). Hardiness was measured by the Personal Views Survey
(PVS). Findings indicated that
1. a negative correlation was found between hardiness and burnout;
2. the Commitment component of hardiness was the strongest predictor
of burnout;
3. participants who had children over the age of 25 were more hardy and
experienced less burnout than individuals with younger children, or no
children at all; and
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4. there was no significant difference in the degree of burnout between
faculty in nursing arid those in liberal arts/science.
International Studies
Byrne (1991) surveyed 219 full-time university educators to investigate the
impact of particular background variables on the three sub-scales of the Maslach
Burnout Inventory— Educators Survey (MBI— ES). Significance was found in (a)
Gender— males had lower levels of Emotional Exhaustion and higher levels of
Personal Accomplishment than females; (b) Age— the over-50 group exhibited
lower levels of Emotional Exhaustion but higher levels of Personal
Accomplishment than the 40-49 group; and (c) Type of student-professors of
mainly undergraduates demonstrated lower levels of Personal Accomplishment
than those teaching mainly graduate students. The number one factor perceived
by university professors as contributing most to feelings of work-related stress
was Time Constraints.
The MBI and other questionnaires were used with 94 faculty members at
the University of the Western Cape, South Africa. Multiple regression analyses
indicated that role conflict, role ambiguity, participation in decision-making, and
number of students were significant predictors of burnout (Pretorius, 1994).
National Studies
Lusk (1985) administered the Pines, Aronson, and Kafry Tedium Test to
405 members of the College Conference on Composition and Communication
(CCCC). On the test, a mean score of three or above is an indicator of burnout
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or tedium. The age bracket 31-35 showed a significant correlation with burnout
or tedium and, while educational level alone revealed no significance, there 'was
significantly higher burnout of those participants from the Washington, DC, area.
It was shown that age plus educational level can be predictors of burnout/tedium,
and that environment may also show a correlation.
Seiler and Pearson (1984-1985) selected 336 professors with rank of full,
associate, and assistant professor from throughout the United States with a total
of 24 universities represented. In the area of environmental satisfaction factors,
teaching provided the highest satisfaction and compensation the lowest.
Wooten and McCullough (1985) sent a questionnaire concerning burnout
to 204 retired faculty members who taught in selected states and privately
supported universities in the state of Texas. Eighty-five percent indicated that
they had experienced burnout or knew a colieague who had experienced it.
Seventy-two percent had experienced it more than once. Fifty percent had
experienced it during the middle of their career (40 to 49 years of age). Most
called it “mid-career letdown." Perceived causes as reported by the retirees
were (a) lack of recognition for academic achievements, (b) receiving inadequate
merit raises, and (c) being “passed” over for a promotion,
Fifty college music faculty, from 17 states in the Midwest, South, West
ano East, participated in a study by Hamann, Dougherty, and Sherbon (1988).
A random subject sampling procedure was not utilized in the selection, so a
proportional stratified sampling technique was used. Participants were provided
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with the MBI and a demographic data sheet. Participants were not apprised of
the nature of the study. The return rate was 70%. The results showed that
college music faculty tend to report lower (mean) levels of burnout (with less
standard deviation) than the “norms.” However, there were significant numbers
of college music faculty who reported degrees of burnout ranging from moderate
to high. From multiple regression analyses, the variables “Gender,” “Too much
work and not enough salary," “I would like a change in professional careers,”
“Unclear goals from administration,” “Lack of recognition by students,” “Lack of
recognition by teachers,” and “I would like a change in my
administrative/teaching duties” contributed to the various regression models.
Two hundred sixty-five professional members of the Association for
Education in Journalism and Mass Communication were surveyed by telephone
in a study by Dillon and Tanner (1995). Participants responded to the 22
statements of the MBI. Analyses showed that senior faculty (associate professor
level or higher) were statistically significantly more likely to score “low” on the
Emotional Exhaustion and Personal Accomplishment sub-scales than were
junior faculty (assistant level or lower). The Depersonalization sub-scale showed
a non-significant degree of difference between faculty groups. While senior
faculty were less likely than junior faculty to report being exhausted, they were
also less likely to feel highly accomplished. The presence or absence of tenure
showed no significant differences across the three burnout sub-scales. No
statistically significant differences were found when comparing gender, age, and
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years experience (years experience included degree held, type of institution, and
years at the same institution). In general, many professors expressed
grievances about the quality of their students. Faculty who felt high degrees of
accomplishment were the most likely to hold a dim view of their students’ literacy
levels.
Statewide Studies
Research of burnout statewide in community colleges has been
documented in two separate studies. Youree (1984) randomly selected 400
faculty members in the State University and Community College System of
Tennessee to measure the extent to which they exhibited enthusiasm,
frustration, and alienation in the work situation as shown on the Clouse-Whitaker
Career Attitude Inventory. Three hundred one responded. A majority scored
normal on enthusiasm and moderately high on frustration and alienation which
would be categorized as Scorched. Tenure status and academic rank proved to
i

be negatively correlated to enthusiasm. Female faculty members and
nontenured faculty members also exhibited more enthusiasm than males and
tenured faculty, respectively. Instructors exhibited the most enthusiasm among
the academic ranks. No significant difference at the .05 level was found
between institutional types, race, age, and length of service at their current
institution. A heavy professional load was the single item most often mentioned
as a source of stress.
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Recently, Carson (1998) used the MBI— ES and the Educators
Demographic Data Sheet to survey 141 community college faculty members with
Hispanic surnames at 13 randomly selected institutions in Texas. Respondents
reported significantly lower Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization than
the normative group of postsecondary educators. Personal Accomplishment
sub-scale scores were essentially the same for both groups. There were no
demographic variables that predicted Emotional Exhaustion or
Depersonalization. Personal Accomplishment was significantly related to age
and years in education. None of the demographic variables correlated
significantly with any of the components of burnout.
Two studies involving the university system have been conducted, one in
California and the other in Alabama. Seagle (1985) surveyed full-time faculty
from each of the 19 California State University (CSU) system campuses using
the MBI and the Faculty Feeling Survey. Three hundred seventy responded.
CSU faculty scores on the MBI compared with norms indicated fewer feelings of
being overworked, mentally exhausted, and experiencing ambivalence toward
recipients of their services. Respondents’ scores indicated slightly higher
feelings of Personal Accomplishment as compared to the MBI norms.
Comparing CSU faculty scores with various demographic data (i.e., campus,
department size, marital status, and highest degree earned), no significant
differences were found. However, significance was found with assistant
professors reporting the lowest burnout on Personal Accomplishment;

tenure-track faculty experiencing less burn out and higher Persona!
Accomplishment; newer faculty experiencing iower burnout on Personal
Accomplishment; and females rating higher burnout on Emotional Exhaustion
than males, yet higher Personal Accomplishment. The 31 to 40 age group
reported the lowest burnout on Personal Accomplishment, Blacks indicated lower
burnout on Personal Accomplishment, and faculty in their present job for five
years or less demonstrated higher burnout on Emotional Exhaustion. Faculty
with 6 to 10 years total teaching experience displayed higher burnout on
Depersonalization, faculty missing more work days reflected higher burnout on
Emotional Exhaustion, and the majority of faculty who had -lot taken a sabbatical
were less burned out on Personal Accomplishment than those who had taken a
sabbatical.
To determine the prevalence of burnout among full-time faculty members
in higher education in Alabama and to determine relationships between nine
demographic variables and burnout tendency, Hughes (1995) mailed the
Burnout Assessment Inventory (BAI) to 333 randomly selected members. One
hundred sixty-nine responded. The BAI’s six sub-scales measure levels of
enthusiasm, frustration, and alienation, and the inventory assesses perceptions
of the organization, professional, and personal situations that are frustrating.
The BAI also identifies burnout profiles. Twenty percent scored Burned Out and
37% scored Scorched, the two most severe levels of burnout. Significant
differences were found at the .05 level between sub-scales of the BAI and six

demographic variables: tenure, race, age, academic rank, marital status, and
medical problems. As a group, the respondents scored in the Scorched category
of the BAI. Members most at-risk were 46-55 years of age; either married or
never married, Caucasian; tenured; male; professors in a university who have
more than 10 years of service with the current institution; and who have multiple
medical problems such as sleeplessness, high blood pressure, and depression.
The faculty members recorded their top three sources of stress as politics,
publishing deadlines, and heavy teaching load. Some of the factors reported
that helped them to avoid burnout were relying on God; travel; time off; love of
work; changing jobs; variety; hobbies; and supportive friends, family, and
colleagues.
University Studies
Individual university studies have produced a rich body of burnout
research. Two early studies found interesting results. Crosby (1982) surveyed
78% percent of 300 full-time, tenured and nontenured faculty members. A
correlational analysis revealed that the total number of stressors, sex, tenure
status, direct/active, and indirect/inactive coping behaviors were positively
correlated, while satisfaction with social support was inversely related to burnout
scores. The single most efficient predictor was total number of stressors. Meier
(1984) surveyed 321 university faculty. The oniy demographic measure to
consistently differentiate among participants was marital status. Married
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individuals were less burned out, less depressed, and more orderly than
unmarried persons.
A study was conducted by Johnson (1987) at Evergreen Valley College
(EVC), California, to assess the level of faculty burnout. The MBI was
administered to all 105 full-time faculty at EVC, and scores for the three MBI
sub-scales were determined for the 80 respondents. Findings included 14
faculty had high scores on the Depersonalization sub-scale, indicating early
signs of burnout; 17 scored high on the Emotional Exhaustion sub-scale,
indicating advanced cases of burnout; and 51 scored low on the Personal
Accomplishment sub-scale. Compared with normative scores, it was concluded
that feelings of Personal Accomplishment were particularly low for EVC faculty
and that Emotional Exhaustion and Depersonalization were not severe.
Johnson (1989) followed up the study above in the fall of 1988 with
another survey of full-time faculty and staff to identify factors contributing to
burnout. The MBI was again used to assess the level of burnout among full-time
faculty, administrators, and classified staff at Evergreen Valley College and, in
addition, among full-time faculty at San Jose City College. Follow-up interviews
were conducted with 24 Evergreen Valley College instructors whose MBI scores
indicated that they were experiencing burnout. Study findings, based on survey
and interview responses and comparisons with a similar study conducted in
1985, included the following:

1. Full-time faculty burnout was a significant problem at both Evergreen
Valley College and San Jose City College;
2. Gender, ethnicity, and length of service were not significantly related to
burnout;
3. Fifteen Evergreen Valley College faculty and staff who showed no
symptoms of burnout in 1985 were experiencing the problem in 1988;
and
4. Major contributors to burnout were treatment of faculty, budget
concerns, administrative style, communication problems, and
environmental problems.
At Oklahoma State University, Manning (1990) randomly surveyed 200
full-time, full, associate, and assistant professors during the fall of 1989 as a
means of assessing stress and burnout levels. An attempt was also made to
evaluate the relationship of stress to burnout and to determine what factors were
related to or contributed to stress and burnout. The Spielberger State-Anxiety
i

Inventory, MBI, and a Faculty Questionnaire that assessed age, gender, status,
workload, and personal and professional activities were administered. Emotional
Exhaustion and Personal Accomplishment were found to be significantly related
to stress. Professors who published three or more articles per year and
contributed 20% or more of their time to research were significantly more burned
out than those who devoted less of their time to research. However, no other
significant differences existed. Burnout at Oklahoma State University was so
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high among faculty that it appeared to supercede all factors other than research
load, Stress and burnout were not found to be reiatea to gender, age, marital
status, the presence of children in the home, faculty rank, or teaching load.
Neumann and Finaly-Neumann (1991) examined relationships between
the support variables of work (significance, collegiality, and chairperson’s
support) and indicators of research university faculty burnout (Emotional
Exhaustion and feeling of Personal Accomplishment) and between burnout
indicators and potential consequences. Support indicators were the most
influential determinants of Emotional Exhaustion in physics and the least
influential in sociology and education.
Seventy-one women and 76 men from Mount Saint Vincent University
and Saint Mary’s University participated in a study of gender, sex-role
orientation, coping strategies, and burnout. It was found that the most important
factors which contributed to faculty burnout were work stress, life stress, and
tenure issues. Women faculty experienced more stress than men faculty from
having insufficient time to keep abreast of current research developments,
feelings of having an impossible workload, and attending time-consuming
meetings. Results suggested that burnout was independent from sex, but
dependent on the university (Graves-Colquhoun, 1992).
In a longitudinal study in 1993, Olsen interviewed newly hired tenure-track
faculty in their first (n=52) and third (n=47) years Findings indicated a decrease
in job satisfaction and an increase in job-related stress. Factors driving stress
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and satisfaction varied over time. Notwithstanding, it was concluded that
understanding faculty needs can enhance faculty development efforts at this
critical stage.
Singh and Bush (1998), in a recent study that focused on burnout as it
related to research, surveyed 281 professors with a doctoral degee working at a
school granting doctoral degrees and holding rank of associate or full professor.
The MBI was used as well as other scales. Findings indicated that research
burnout is not as widespread as envisaged. Five correlates— intrinsic motivation
for research, collaborative research efforts, failure to keep up with knowledge
developments, lack of performance-contingent rewards, and weak doctoral
training— accounted for 61% of the variation in research burnout.

CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY
Contained in this chapter is an explanation of the methods and
procedures used in the study of burnout among professors in higher education in
North Dakota. It includes a discussion of the selection of the population and
participants, the survey instrument, validity and reliability, and the treatment of
the data.
Population
The population for this study was fuli-time faculty members from three
groups of institutions as shown below in Table 1.
Table 1
Numbers of Faculty bv Institution
Institution

Category

Full

Associate

Assistant

Total

A
B

I
I

138
121

151
141

134
149

423
411

C
D
E

MB
IIB
IIB

12
10
9

16
7
14

33
16
18

61
33
41

F
G
H

III
III
III

0
3
0

38
3
2

46
6
7

84
12
9

55

56

Group One consisted of 834 fuil-time faculty members from category I
institutions, defined by the American Association of University Professors
(AAUP)(1998) as
institutions characterized by a significant level and breadth of activity in
and commitment to doctoral-level education as measured by the number
of doctorate recipients and the diversity in doctoral-level program
offerings. Included in this category are those institutions which grant a
minimum of thirty doctoral-level degrees annually. These degrees must
be granted in three or more unrelated disciplines, (p. 38)
There were two institutions in North Dakota that met the guidelines stated above:
Institution A and Institution B.
Group Two included the three category IIB institutions of Institution C,
Institution D, and Institution E with a combined total of 135 fuil-time faculty
members. The American Association of University Professors (1998) stipulates
category IIB institutions to be those institutions
characterized by their primary emphasis on general undergraduate
baccalaureate-level education. These institutions are not significantly
engaged in postbaccalaureate education. Included in this category are
institutions which are not considered specialized and in which the number
of postbaccalaureate degrees granted is fewer than three
postbaccalaureate-level programs are offered and which either (a) grant
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baccalaureate degrees in three or more program areas, or (b) offer a
baccalaureate program in interdisciplinary studies, (p. 38)
Group Three consisted of Institution F, Institution G, and Institution H.
These are considered category ill institutions; that is, “two-year institutions with
academic ranks [that] confer at least 75 percent of their degrees and awards for
work below the bachelor’s degree” (American Association of University
Professors, 1998, p. 38). A total of 105 fuil-time faculty members were selected
as participants. Full-time faculty members consisted of full professors, associate
professors, and assistant professors.
Sampling
A proportional stratified sampling technique was used. This is "a process
in which certain subgroups, or strata, are selected for the sample in the same
proportion as they exist in the population" (Fraenkel & Wallen, 1993, p. 83). In
this study, the target population of 1,074 faculty members included 293 full
professors (27%), 372 associate professors (35%), and 409 assistant professors
(38%).
Approximately 33% of the population (350 participants) was determined
for the sample size. And the proportion of the faculty ranks was close to the
same in both the population and the sample. Thus, 27% of the sample size (95)
were full professors, 35% (122) were associate professors, and 38% (133) were
assistant professors. The 95 full professors, 122 associate professors, and 133
assistant professors were randomly drawn from the eight institutions according to
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the same proportions in which they were found in the population. The advantage
of stratified random sampling is that “it increases the likelihood of
representativeness . . . [and] ensures that any key characteristics of individuals
in the population are included in the same proportions in the sample” (Fraenkel &
Wallen, 1993, p. 84).
To increase the rate of response, a pre-contact was made by telephone
beginning February 1, 1999. Each institution’s directory was either solicited by
mail or downloaded from the institution’s web site for faculty telephone numbers,
mailing addresses, and email addresses. Using a tally sheet and the directories,
faculty were called alphabetically. The researcher identified himself, discussed
the purpose of the study, and requested participation.
Messages were left for faculty, who were not immediately available,
requesting that they return the telephone call indicating whether or not they were
willing to participate. In some cases where it was not possible to directly speak
with faculty or leave a message, an email message was sent with a request to
reply indicating whether they would be willing to participate in the study.
A database using Microsoft Access was developed to record the mailing
information for each faculty member who agreed to participate, and a cover letter
(Appendix A) was written using Microsoft Word. A mail merge simplified the
process of addressing cover letters and corresponding envelopes to 350 faculty
members. Thereafter, the MBI— Educators Survey, a demographic data sheet, a
postage-paid envelope, and a cover letter of explanation were sent. Participants
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were asked in the cover letter to return the completed survey and data sheet
within two weeks after receiving the mailing.
The participants were assured in the cover letter that their responses as
individuals would not be identified. Furthermore, no institution was identified. In
addition, to minimize skewed responses due to individual beliefs and
expectations about burnout, the participants in this study were kept unaware that
the instrument was a burnout measure. Rather, participants were informed,
through the cover letter, that they were responding to a survey of job-related
attitudes. The instrument, in its original form, is labeled Educators Survey. This
instrument was not altered in any way and is copyrighted by Consulting
Psychologists Press, Inc. For a period of two months, the returned responses
were collected.
By March 31,1999, 336 responses (96%) were returned. Due to the
exceptional return rate, no telephone or email follow ups were made to those
faculty members who failed to respond to the initial mailing. Those
questionnaires that were incomplete were not used for this study. This included
26 for missing data; 3 for holding rank other than assistant, associate, and full
professor; and 1 for being part-time employed. The remainder of the
questionnaires, 306, whose responses were usable, were utilized. Although 30
responses were eliminated, the percentage of usable responses was 87.43.
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Survey Instrument
The instruments completed by the fuil-time faculty members of the
institutions in the three categories included a demographic data sheet and the
Maslach Burnout Inventory— Educators Survey (MBI— ES). The former is found
in Appendix B. The MBI— ES (formerly known as MBI— Form Ed) is an
adaptation of the original measure, the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI)
(Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996).
In addition to the MBI— ES, there are currently two other versions of ihe
MBI available. The first version is the original measure that was designed for
professionals in the human services, the MBI— Human Services Survey or
MBI— HSS. Another new version of the MBI, designed for use with workers in
other occupations, is the MBI— General Survey or MBI— GS.
The MBI was selected for use in this study because of its recognition “as
the leading measure of burnout” (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 1), and because it "was
developed on a very large sample, including over 600 post-secondary educators"
(C. Maslach, personal communication, December 2, 1998). Moreover, “The MBI
has been translated into various languages. Psychometric studies of the MBI in
these different settings have continued to validate the three-dimensional
structure of the measure" (p. 1). Another reason for its selection was because “it
has been found to be reliable, vaiid, and easy to administer” (p. 4). It is
important to note that the “MBI— ES is basically the same as the MBI— HSS”
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(p. 28). “The only modification of items in the MBI— ES has been to change the
word ‘recipient’ to ‘student’” (p. 29). This is important in the discussion below of
reliability and validity of the MBI.
The MBI— ES is designed to assess various aspects of the burnout
syndrome. It has three sub-scales: emotional exhaustion, depersonalization,
and lack of personal accomplishment.
The Emotional Exhaustion (EE) subscale assesses feelings of being
emotionally overextended and exhausted by one’s work. The
Depersonalization (DP) subscale measures an unfeeling and impersonal
response toward recipients of one’s . . . instruction. The Personal
Accomplishment (PA) subscale assesses feelings of competence and
successful achievement in one’s work with people. (Maslach et alM 1996,
p. 4)
There are 22 items written in the form of statements. “The frequency that
the respondent experiences feelings related to each subscale is assessed using
a six-point, fully anchored response format” (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 5). The
frequency range is indicated by 0 (“Never”) to 6 (“Every day”). Administration of
the MBI— ES takes about 10 to 15 minutes to fill out, is sell-administered, and
includes complete instructions for the respondent (Maslach et al., 1996).
Reliability and Vaiidity of the Instrument
In the discussion of reliability, Maslach et al. (1996) offered the following
information:
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The MBI— ES is basically the same as the MBI— HSS. The oniy
modification of items in the MBI— ES has been to change the word
“recipient” to “student.” Two studies substantiated the validity and
reliability of the MBI— ES with these changes. Factor analytic studies by
Iwanicki and Schwab (1981), with 469 Massachusetts teachers, and by
Gold (1984), with 462 California students, support the three-factor
structure of the MBI— ES. In regard to reliability, Iwanicki and Schwab
report Cronbach alpha estimates of .90 for Emotional Exhaustion, .76 for
Depersonalization, and .76 for Personal Accomplishment; while Gold
reports estimates of .88, .74, and .72, respectively. These reliability
coefficients parallel those of the MBI— HSS. (pp. 28-29)
Because the MBI— ES is essentially the same instrument as the original
MBI, now called the MBI— HSS, the following data on reliability and validity are
from the original.
Reliability
Internal consistency was estimated by Cronbach’s coefficient alpha
(n=1,316). The reliability coefficients for the subscales were the following:
.90 for Emotional Exhaustion, .79 for Depersonalization, and .71 for
Personal Accomplishment. The standard error of measurement for each
subscale is as follows: 3.80 for Emotional Exhaustion, 3.16 for
Depersonalization, and 3.73 for Personal Accomplishment. (Maslach et
al., 1996, p. 12)
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Data on test-retest reliability of the MBI— HSS have been reported for five
samples, in each, there was a fairly high degree of test-retest correlation. For
example, in a sample of 248 teachers, the two test sessions were separated by
an interval of one year. The test-retest reliabilities for the three sub-scales were
the following: .60 for Emotional Exhaustion, .54 for Depersonalization, and .57
for Personal Accomplishment (as cited in Jackson, Schwab, & Schuler, 1986).
All three coefficients were significant beyond the .001 level. And with regard to
longitudinal studies, Maslach et al. (1996) reported the finding of “a high degree
of consistency within each subscale that does not seem to diminish markedly
from a period of one month to a year. This stability is consistent with the
MBI— HSS’s purpose of measuring an enduring state” (p. 12).
Convergent Validity
Convergent validity was demonstrated in several ways. First, an
individual's MBI— HSS scores were correlated with behavioral ratings
made independently by a person who knew the individual well, such as a
spouse or co-worker. Second, MBI— HSS scores were correlated with the
presence of certain job characteristics that were expected to contribute to
experienced burnout. Third, MBI— HSS scores were correlated with
measures of various outcomes that had been hypothesized to be related
to burnout. All three sets of correlations provided substantial evidence for
the validity of the MBI— HSS. (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 12)
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Discriminant Validity
Further evidence of the validity of the MB! — HSS was obtained by
distinguishing it from measures of other psychological constructs that
might be presumed to be confounded with burnout. For example, it is
possible that the experience of burnout may be nothing more than the
experience of dissatisfaction with one’s job. Although one would expect
the experience of burnout to have some relationship to lowered feelings of
job satisfaction, it was predicted that they would not be so highly
correlated as to suggest that they were actually the same thing. A
comparison of participants’ scores on the MBI— HSS and the JDS
measure of “General job satisfaction” . . . provides support for this
reasoning. [There were] relatively low correlations between the burnout
subscale scores and [the JDS] measure. (Maslach et al., 1996, p. 15)
These results also parallel other comparisons made between the MBI and
job satisfaction measures. Support for the discriminant validity of the MBI has
been found in testing for differentiation between burnout and depression and
burnout and occupational stress.
Data Analysis
Raw data were entered into an Abacus account and then transposed into
an Excel file. That file was imported into SPSS for Windows, version 8.0. Each
respondent’s test form was then computed using a scoring key. Scores were
totaled for each sub-scale and compared to the numerical cut-off points listed on
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the scoring key to determine high, average or low degrees of experience with the
various aspects of burnout. The numerical cut-off points for Postsecondary
Education are shown in Table 2 (Maslach et al., 1996).
Table 2
Numerical Cut-off Points for Postsecondarv Education

Range of Experienced Burnout

Emotional Exhaustion (EE)

Low

Average

High

<13

14-23

>24

<2

3-8

>9

>43

42-36

<35

Depersonalization (DP)
Personal Accomplishment (PA)

Burnout is understood as a continuum, with a range from low to high
degree, and not as something that is either present or absent. Therefore, this
instrument was not utilized to determine if full-time faculty were burned out.
Rather, this survey indicated to what extent full-time faculty were experiencing
feelings of the burnout syndrome. A high degree of burnout was indicated by
high scores on the Emotional Exhaustion and the Depersonalization sub-scales
and by low scores on the Personal Accomplishment sub-scale. An average
degree of burnout was denoted by average scores on the sub-scales. A low
degree of burnout was reflected in low scores on the Emotional Exhaustion and
Depersonalization sub-scales and in high scores on the Personal
Accomplishment sub-scale (Maslach et al., 1996).
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Frequencies, including means and standard deviations, were computed
for each sub-scaie for the entire group and were compared to the normative data
for the MBI sub-scales. Table 3 shows the normative data for postsecondary
educators.
Table 3
Normative Data for the MBi Sub-scales

MBI Sub-scales
Emotional
Exhaustion

Depersonalization

Personal
Accomplishment

Overall Sample
(n = 11,067)
M
SD

20.99
10.75

8.73
5.89

34.58
7.11

21.25
11.01

11.00
6.19

33.54
6.89

18.57
11.95

5.57
6.63

39.17
7.92

Teaching K-12
(n = 4,163)
M
SD
Postsecondary Education
(n = 635)
M
SD

It can be seen from the table that in comparison with K-12 teachers and
the overall normative sample, postsecondary educators have slightly lower mean
scores on Emotional Exhaustion, lower scores on Depersonalization, and higher
scores on Personal Accomplishment. Since the mean scores vary from the
overall sample, the cut-off points for classifying postsecondary educators vary
from other subgroups and the overall sample (as reported in Table 2).
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One-Way ANOVA procedures were run with descriptive statistics. “The
One-Way ANOVA procedure produces a one-way analysis of variance for a
quantitative dependent variable by a single factor (independent) variable.
Analysis of variance is used to test the hypothesis that several means are equal”
(On-line Help for SPSS for Windows, version 8.0). In addition to determining if
differences existed among the means, post hoc tests were run to ascertain which
means differed. The .05 level of significance was used for this study.

CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS
In this chapter are reported the findings and analyses of the data collected
using the Maslach Burnout Inventory— Educators Survey and a demographic
data sheet to investigate the burnout levels of full-time faculty holding rank of
assistant, associate, and full professor in three categories of institutions in North
Dakota. The findings and analyses below are presented in the same order as
the research questions stated in Chapter 1.
Research Question 1. What level of burnout exists among full-time,
postsecondary faculty?
To answer the question, descriptive statistics and frequency tables were
computed. Descriptive statistics included standard deviations for dispersion and
means for central tendency. Frequency tables consisted of total numbers and
missing cases. Table 4 shows the distribution of the entire sample of North
Dakota faculty according to the cut-off scores on the three sub-scales of
Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment. On
the sub-scale of Emotional Exhaustion, a mean of 22.11 and a standard
deviation of 11.44 were computed. Compared to the normative data for
Emotional Exhaustion (M = 18.57), this mean score was higher (t = 5.67,
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df = 937, e < .001), yet the North Dakota mean was still in the average degree of
burnout since it fell between the numerical cut-off points of 14 and 23.
Table 4
Distribution of North Dakota Faculty Sub-scale Scores bv Level of Burnout
Frequency

N

Emotional Exhaustion

Total Valid

Missing

304

2

Percent

Mean

SD

22.11

11.44

6.38

5.20

36.50

6.74

Low
0-4
5-9
10-13
Average
14-16
17-19
20-23
High
24-32
33-41
42-52
Depersonalization
Low
0-2
Average
3-5
6-8
High
9-13
14-18
19-23

304

Personal Accomplishment
Low
48-46
45-43
Average
42-39
38-36
High
35-29
28-23
22-17

304

10
29
41

3.3
9.5
13.4

30
30
32

9.8
9.8
10.5

72
46
14

23.6
15.1
4.6

2
83

27.3

77
58

25.3
19.0

54
21
11

17.7
6.9
3.6

2
26
38

8.5
12.5

64
50

21.0
16.3

66
31
9

28.1
10.2
2.9

70

A mean score of 6.38 and a standard deviation of 5.20 on the sub-scale of
Depersonalization also indicated an average degree of experienced burnout,
though significantly higher (t = 2.91, df = 937, £ <.01) than the norm of 5.57
According to the normative data, scores are considered average if they are in the
middle third. Scores in the middle third range from three to eight.
On the sub-scale of Personal Accomplishment, a computed mean score
of 36.50 again denoted an average degree of burnout. The range of scores
considered the middle third is from 42 to 36. The computed mean was
significantly lower (t = 7.42, df = 937, p < .001) than the norm of 39.17.
Although the score means on Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization,
and Personal Accomplishment were in the average range according to the MBi
cut-offs, all North Dakota score means showed significantly more burnout than
the national averages.
Table 5 provides the distribution of the sample of faculty by rank on the
three sub-scales according to the MBI cut-off scores. When considering the
overall sample of faculty and where the majority of respondents fell on each of
the sub-scales, most faculty (or 132) were found in the upper third of Emotional
Exhaustion. On Depersonalization, most faculty (or 135) were in the middle
third. And on Personal Accomplishment, the greatest portion of those
responding (or 126) were in the upper third. It is noted that the middle third
represents an average degree of burnout, while the upper third signifies a high

level of burnout. These outcomes were consistent with a significantly higher
burnout level among North Dakota faculty compared to the national average.
Table 5
Distribution of North Dakota Faculty by Rank and Level of turnout on MBI Sub-scales
Range of Experienced Burnout

MBI Sub-scales

Low
(lower third)

Average
(middle third)

High
(upper third)

Overall Sample (N = 304; Missing = 2)
EE
DP
PA

80
83
64

92
135
114

132
86
126

28
26
18

35
52
47

44
29
42

Associate (N = 116'
EE
DP
PA

28
32
30

31
47
38

59
39
50

Fuli (N = 79)
EE
DP
PA

24
25
16

26
36
29

29
18
34

A ssista n t IN = 107)

EE
DP
PA

Note. Low, Average, and High refer to levels of bumout, not burnout scores.

In considering each rank as a group on the three sub-scales, assistant
professors chiefly fell in the upper third on Emotional Exhaustion and the middle
third on Depersonalization and Personal Accomplishment. Most associate
professors also were located in the upper third on Emotional Exhaustion and in
the middle third on Depersonalization. However, on Personal Accomplishment,
the largest numbers were in the upper third. Full professors paralleled associate
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professors concerning the scores on the three sub-scales. The highest numbers
of full professors were in the upper third on Emotional Exhaustion, in the middle
third on Depersonalization, and in the upper third on Personal Accomplishment.
Table 6 is a three-dimensional display of the distribution of the sample of
North Dakota faculty by levels of burnout on the three MBI sub-scales.
Table 6
Levels of t urnout for North Dakota Faculty
Depersonalization
Personal
Accomplishment
Low

Emotional Exhaustion

Low

Average

High

Low
Average
High

21
9
4
34

6
11
9
26

0
1
4
5

27
21
17
65

Low
Average
High

14
13
7
34

12
21
24
57

0
6
18
24

26
40
49
115

Low
Average
High

10
5
2
17

16
15
21
52

3
11
43
57

29
31
66
126

Total
Average

Emotional Exhaustion

Total
High

Emotional Exhaustion

Total

Total

Note. Low, Average, and High refer to levels of burnout, not burnout scores.

Twenty-one faculty had an overall low degree of burnout as reflected in their low
levels of burnout on Emotional Exhaustion, Depersonalization, and Personal
Accomplishment. An altogether average degree of burnout was reflected by
average levels of burnout on the three sub-scales

id included 21 respondents.

Finally, 43 faculty members had an overall high degree of burnout as shown by

high levels of burnout on the three sub-scales. It can be noted that this category
(high burnout on all three scales) had more members than any other outcome.
Research Question 2. Are there differences in burnout levels by rank among
full-time, postsecondary faculty?
For question two, descriptive statistics were computed and the One-Way
Analysis of Variance procedure was utilized to test the means to determine if
differences existed among them. Table 7 displays the descriptive statistics of
faculty by rank on the three sub-scales of Emotional Exhaustion,
Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment.
Table 7
Score Means and Standard Deviations of Faculty bv Rank on MBI Sub-scales
95% Confidence
Interval for Mean

N

Mean

SD

SE

Lower
Bound

Emotional Exhaustion
Full professor
Associate professor
Assistant professor
Total

79
118
107
304

20.75
23.83
21.24
22.11

11.08
12.34
10.49
11.44

1.25
1.14
1.01
.66

18.26
21.58
19.23
20.83

23.23
26.08
23.25
23.41

Depersonalization
Full professor
Associate professor
Assistant professor
Total

79
118
107
304

5.16
7.58
5.95
6.38

4.20
6.18
4.38
5.20

.47
.56
.42
.30

4.22
6.45
5.11
5.79

6.11
8.70
6.80
6.96

Personal Accomplishment
Full professor
Associate professor
Assistant professor
Total

79
118
107
304

36.16
36.75
36.46
36.50

6.75
6.77
6.74
6.74

.76
.62
.65
.38

34.65
35.52
35.17
35.74

37.68
37.99
37.75
37.26

Sub-scale

Upper Bound
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If differences did indeed exist, a post hoc test was used to compare the means in
order to determine which means differed.
On Emotional Exhaustion, full, associate, and assistant professors had
score means of 20.75, 23.83, and 21.24, respectively. Associate professors had
the highest score mean of the three ranks. On the sub-scale of
Depersonalization, the mean scores displayed recorded 5.16 for full professors,
7.58 for associate professors, and 5.95 for assistant professors. Again,
associate professors had the highest score mean for this sub-scale.
On the third sub-scale of Personal Accomplishment, descriptive statistics
showed score means of 36.16, 36.75, and 36.46 for full, associate, and assistant
professors, respectively . Here, the lowest mean— indicating a lower degree of
an experienced feeling of Personal Accomplishment— was held by full
professors.
One-Way ANOVA procedures were run to test the hypothesis that the
three means on each sub-scale were equal. Table 8 reports the results with an
F of 2.221 on Emotional Exhaustion, 5.826 on Depersonalization, and .183 on
Personal Accomplishment.
While it was found that no significant differences existed among the score
means by rank at the .05 level, the F of 5.826 on Depersonalization was
significant (.003). A post hoc test, Tukey’s Procedure, revealed significant
differences between full and associate professors, and assistant and associate
professors.
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Table 8
ANOVA Summary Table for Rank on MB! Sub-scales
SS

df

MS

F

Emotional Exhaustion
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

576.508
39067.229
39643.737

2
301
303

288.254
129.791

2.221

Depersonalization
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

305.056
7880.441
8185.497

2
301
303

152.528
26.181

5.826*

16.702
13731.294
13747.997

2
301
303

8.351
45.619

.183

Personal Accomplishment
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

* a < .05

As indicated in Table 9, a Tukey’s Value o f-3.241 was significant at the
.05 level when comparing the mean scores of full and associate professors. Full
professors had a significantly lower Depersonalization score than associate
professors. A lower Depersonalization score signifies a lower level of burnout for
that rank of faculty.
Furthermore, a Tukey’s Value o f-2.376 was significant (e < .05) in
comparing the mean scores of assistant and associate professors. Thus,
assistant professors had a significantly lower Depersonalization score than
associate professors.
In comparing the mean scores of assistant and full professors, a Tukey’s
Value of 1.039 showed no significance at the .05 level.
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Table 9
Tukey’s Procedure for Rank on Depersonalization Sub-scale
95% Confidence
Interval for Mean

(I) Rank

(J) Rank

Mean
Difference
(l-J)

SE

Tukey’s
HSD

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Full professor3

Associate professor
Assistant professor

-2.412
-.789

.744
.759

-3.241*
-1.039

-4.155
-2.568

-.668
.990

Associate professor

Full professor
Assistant professor

2.412
1.623

.744
.683

3.241*
2.376*

.668
2.214

4.155
3.224

Assistant professor1*

Full professor
Associate professor

.789
-1.623

.759
.683

1.039
-2.376*

-.990
-3.224

2.568
-2.214

* e < .05
a Full professors had a significantly lower Depersonalization score than Associate professors.
b Assistant professors had a significantly lower Depersonalization score than Associate
professors.

Research Question 3. Are there differences in burnout levels of full-time faculty
members by category of institution?
The distribution of faculty score means and standard deviations by
category according to the three sub-scales of the MBI are found in Table 10. On
Emotional Exhaustion, means of 22.21 and 21.52 were computed for Category I
and Category IIB institutions, respectively. Category III institutions, with a score
mean of 21.98, was the highest of the three categories.
On Depersonalization, score means of 6.03 for Category I institutions,
7.72 for Category IIB institutions, and 5.98 for Category III institutions are shown.
Category IIB institutions had the highest score mean on this sub-scale.
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Table 10
Score Means and Standard Deviations of Faculty bv Category on MBI Sub-scales
95% Confidence
Interval for Mean

N

Mean

SD

SE

Lower
Bound

Emotional Exhaustion
Category I
Category IIB
Category III
Total

202
58
46
306

22.21
21.52
21.98
22.04

11.48
11.74
11.10
11.44

.81
1.54
1.64
.65

20.61
18.43
18.68
20.76

23.80
24.61
25.27
23.33

Depersonalization
Category 1
Category IIB
Category III
Total

202
58
46
306

6.03
7.72
5.98
6.34

5.01
5.46
5.51
5.20

.35
.72
.81
.30

5.34
6.29
4.34
5.76

6.72
9.16
7.62
6.93

Personal Accomplishment
Category 1
Category IIB
Category III
Total

202
58
46
306

36.17
36.47
38.20
36.53

6.83
6.99
5.80
6.73

.48
.92
.85
.38

35.23
34.63
36.47
35.78

37.12
38.30
39.92
37.29

Sub-scale

Upper Bound

On the sub-scale of Personal Accomplishment, Category I institutions had
a computed score mean of 36.17 (the lowest of the three categories), Category
IIB institutions had 36.47, and Category III institutions had 38.20.
To determine if differences were significant among the category means on
each of the MBI sub-scales, an ANOVA was run. Table 11 is a summary of the
results and the resulting F-values.
An F-value of .082 on Emotional Exhaustion, 2.553 on Depersonalization,
and 1.702 on Personal Accomplishment were not significant at the .05 level.
There were no significant differences among the score means of faculty by
category.
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Table 11
ANOVA Summary Table for Category on MB! Sub-scales
SS

df

MS

F

Emotional Exhaustion
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

21.719
39902.728
39924.448

2
303
305

10.860
131.692

.082

Depersonalization
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

136.584
8106.386
8242.971

2
303
305

68.292
26.754

2.553

153.567
13672.606
13826.173

2
303
305

76.784
45.124

1.702

Personal Accomplishment
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

Research Question 4. Are there differences in burnout levels by certain
demographic variables?
Table 12 exhibits the frequency data for the 16 variables from the faculty
data sheet. The majority of respondents were from Institutions A and B which
were the two institutions of which Category I consisted.
The majority of the sample was males making up 71.7%, while 48.2%
were 50 years of age and over. Three fourths of the sample were married
(75.3%) and 12.8% were single.
On a Likert scale of faculty’s own perception of spirituality— one
representing "Not at all” spiritual and seven being “Very spiritual”— 56.8% of the
sample selected numbers five or six. Thirty-four (or 10.1%) of the respondents
selected number seven or “Very spiritual." Thirteen respondents (or 3.9%) chose
number one or “Not at all” spiritual.
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Table 12
Frequency Distributions of Demographic Variables from
N
Total Valid

Missing

Institution
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

333

0

Category by AAUP
Classification
I
MB
III

333

Gender
Male
Female

334

Age

332

329

Spirituality
1-Not at all
2
3
4
5
6
7-Very spiritual

324

Frequency

Percent

106
120
21
22
18
33
7
6

31.8
36.0
6.3
6.6
5.4
9.9
2.1
1.8

226
61
46

67.9
18.3
13.8

241
93

71.7
27.7

4
56
110
162

1.2
16.7
32.7
48.2

43
253
21
5
7

12.8
75.3
6.3
1.5
2.1

13
19
26
41
108
83
34

3.9
5.7
7.7
12.2
32.1
24.7
10.1

2

4

20-29
30-39
40-49
50+
Marital Status
Single
Married
Divorced
Widow/ed
Other

cultv Data Sheet

7

12

Mean

SD
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Table 12--(cont.)
N
Total Valid

Missing

Highest Degree
Bachelor's
Master's
Specialist's
Doctoral
Other

334

2

Year of Highest
Degree
1962-1965
1966-1969
1970-1974
1975-1979
1980-1984
1985-1989
1990-1994
1995-1999

323

Rank
Full
Associate
Assistant
Other

334

Years in Rank by Rank
Full
0-15
16-29
Associate
0-15

32o
7b

Years as Faculty in ND
1-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-37

Percent

6
67
4
253
4

1.8
19.9
1.2
75.3
1.2

7
18
46
39
52
48
73
45

2.1
5.4
13.8
11.7
15.6
14.4
21.9
13.5

87
127
117
3

25.9
37.8
34.8
.9

57
19

17.0
5.7

106
10

31.5
3.0

97
10

28.9
3.0

83
81
42
37
33
32

24.8
24.3
12.6
11.1
9.9
9.6
6.0
.9

8

2

10

116

05
c:i
CO

Assistant
0-15
16-29

Frequency

107

331

5

20

3

Mean

SD
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Table 12— (cent.)
N
Total Valid
Tenured
Yes
No

Frequency

Percent

225
106

67.0
31.5

46
44
12
12
33
30
18
9
14
2
23
16
15
14
26
6
5
3
2
1

13.7
13.1
3.6
3.6
9.8
8.9
5.4
2.7
4.2
.6
6.8
4.8
4.5
4.2
7.7
1.8
1.5
.9
.6
.3

2
3
42
79
70
41
33
21
9
5
2
1

.6
.9
12.6
27.5
20.9
12.6
9.9
6.3
2.7
1.5
.6
.3

220
105

66.1
31.5

Mean

SD

42832.57

9231.31

Missing
5

331

5

Discipline
331
Biology
Business and Management
Communication
Computer Science
Education
Engineering
Fine and Applied Arts
Foreign Language
Health
Home Economics
Letters
Math
Physical Science
Psychology
English
Social Work
Physics
Philosophy/Religion
Library Science
Military Science
Salary per Year
$20000-24999
25000-29000
30000-34999
35000-39999
40000-44999
45000-49999
50000-54999
55000-599S9
60000-64999
65000-69999
70000-74999
75000-80000

309

Pressure to Engage in
Research
Yes
No

329

27

7
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Table 12— (cont.)
N
Total Valid
Type of Student
Undergraduate
Graduate
Both

330

Frequency

Percent

168
11
151

50.0
3.3
44.9

Mean

SD

Missing
6

tn response to the question requesting the highest degree level achieved,
the majority of the sample (or 75.3%) replied by indicating the doctorate. And
more faculty (21.9%) received their highest degree between 1990 and 1994 than
any other five-year period.
The majonty of the sample was at the rank of associate professor (127 or
37.8%) and. of these. 106 had held this rank for 15 or fewer years. Almost half
of the sample (or 49.1%) had been a faculty member in North Dakota for fewer
than 11 years.
Sixty-seven percent of the faculty sample indicated that they were tenured
and the mean salary for the aggregate group was S42.832.57. The largest
percentage (27.5%) reported an earned income of between $35,000 and
S39.999. Two thirds, or 66.1%. replied that they felt pressure to engage in
research and creative activity and 50% taught undergraduates only.
Table 13 shows the number of publications or creative productions that
faculty reported that they had been credited with in the last two years. The
numbers are displayed in the table by rank and years in rank. Sixteen full
professors with 15 or fewer years at that rank had been credited with between 5
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and 10 publications in the past two years, while the majority of associate and
assistant professors (30 and 36, respectively) were credited with 1 or 2
publications in the last two years.
Table 13
Publications in Last Two Years bv Rank and Years in Rank ,'N = 295. Missing = 11)
Number of Publications in Last Two Years
Rank by Years In Rank

None

1-2

3-4

5-10

11-20

21 +

Full
0-15
16-29

7
1

15
2

14
8

16
3

5
3

0
2

Associate
0-15
16-29

23
3

30
3

22
3

25
1

4
0

1
0

Assistant
0-15
16-29

24
2

36
0

21
0

14
0

5
0

3
0

Total

64

94

76

66

19

8

The number of hours that faculty reported having devoted to teaching,
research, and service each week are displayed in Table 14. For teaching, the
mean number of hours was 30.13; for research. 12.22; and for service. 9.13.
The mean number of total hours of teaching, research, and service weekly was
51.92.
The highest number of hours reported for teaching was 65. For research,
the greatest number of hours reported was 60. And for service, the most hours
repored were 81. Twc respondents reported an estimated 120 to 136 hours of
total hours per week of teaching, research, and service.
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Four respondents indicated they spent 5 or less hours per week on
teaching. One hundred eight (or 32.2%) reported 5 hours or less on research,
and 142 (or 42.4%) said they spent 5 hours or less on service.
Table 14

Hour? of T&acbffKL

srxS Sendee Per Week Reported bv faculty
N

Frequency

Total VaiKJ

Miss*ng

Teaching
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
55-60
65

329

7

Research
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
21-25
26-30
31-35
36-40
60

329

Service
0-5
6-10
11-15
16-20
26-30
31-35
36-40
41-45
55-81

329

4
8
18
48
50
76
39
50
9

Percent

12
1

1.2
2.4
5.4
14.3
14.9
22,6
56
14.9
2.7
4.2
3.6
.3

108
88
42
49
11
19
4
6
2

32 2
28.2
12.5
14.6
3.3
5.7
12
18
6

142
123
33
17
4
4
3
1
2

42.4
367
9.8
5.1
1.2
1.2
.9
3
.6

14

7

7

Mean

SD

30.13

11.19

12.22

9.94

9,13

838
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Table 14—(corst.)
N

Total Hours of
Teaching. Research,
and Service Per Wee*
23-40
41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
61-65
67-70
76-90
99-110
120-136

Frequency

Total Valid

Missing

303

3

51
47
76
43
43
21
14
4
2
2

Percent

Mean

SD

51.92

12.38

16.8
15.5
25.1
14.2
14.2
6.9
4.7
1.3
6
.6

Table 15 rs the frequency distributions of faculty responses to the 22
questions of the M3I— Educators Survey. The 22 items were written in the form
of statements about personal feelings or attitudes. The frequencies that the
respondents expenenoed feelings related to each sub-scale were assessed
using a six-pomt response format. In response to a statement, a "O' (zero)
indicated that the respondent had never felt that way about his or her job.
If the respondent had felt that way about the job. he or she indicated how
often the feel mg was felt by writing a number from 1 to 6. Each number was
anchored. For example. 1 signified *A few times a year or less' and 6 meant
'Every day.*
To answer the fourth research question, an ANOVA technique was run on
each demographic variable from the MB!— Educators Survey.
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Table 15
Distributions of Faculty Responses to MB! Questions
N
Total Valid

Frequency

Percent

Mean

SD

2.97

1.69

Missing

1. I feel emotk>na!ty drained from my wort:.
334
2
Never
Few times/year or less
Onoe/month or less
Few times/month
Once/weeV.
Few Omes/week
Every day

65
17

6.0
20.2
12.5
22.0
14.3
19.3
5.1

2. I fed used up at the e**d of the wortday
335
1
Never
Few timea/yeer or less
Once'moodi or less
Few times/month
Once/wee*
Few timettoNk
Every day

12
45
35
69
53
99
22

3.6
134
104
20.5
156
295
6,5

20
68

42
74
48

3. I fed fatigued When i get uo m the morning and have to face
334
2
46
Never
80
Few ttmMfyear or Jess
53
OnoafrrxxJth or Jess
Few times,’month
62
36
43
!"15W
14
Every Cay

another day on the job,
2 44
137
23 8
158
185
10.7
12.8
4.2

4. ! can easily understand how my students fed about things.
11
325
4
Never
Few fcmes.’year or Jess
9
Oncfttnonth or Jess
12
Few hmes.'mcrsh
40
OnoftVrtMS*
35
Few tmes.’weok
106
Every day
119

12
2.7
36
11.9
104
31 5
354

175
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Table 15-{cont.)
N
Tots’ VaikJ

Frequency

Percent

Mean

SD

1.03

1.29

1,65

1.44

4 78

1,14

234

1,78

Missing

5. I feel I beat some students as if they were impe'sona! objects.
333
3
Never
150
446
Few times/year or less
100
29.8
Once/month or less
40
11.9
Few times/month
23
6.8
OncoMeek
9
2.7
Few t>mes/week
9
2.7
Every day
2
.6

S. Workmo with peoo>e ett day « neaitv a strann for me.
333

3

Never
Few bnes-year or less
OncaAnontft or less
Few tknMfrnonBt
OnoeAveek
Few tim aatoM k
Every day

82
99
61
53
22
14
2

7 l d w l very e#lec8vely w *h »w problems of my students
325
11
Neve?
1
Few ttmes/year or less
4
QncftTnondi or ’e ss
6
Few ttm nftnonS)
41
Oneofweek
39
Few urnesVree*.
145
Everyday
69
8. I fee/ burned out from my work
334
M-re-uinr
IVV*'tF«
Few M w if iw or Jess
OnoaftnooVt or le ss

Few tjmes.Trcr.th
Oncefoeefc

Few time*.*wwe*
Every day

244
29.5
18.2
158
6.5
4.2
6

3
1.2

18
12.2
11.6

43.2
26.5

2
47
100
42
54
35
40
16

140
2 98
12.5
16,1
104
11.9
48

88
Table 15-{cont.)
N
Tots! Valid

Frequency

Percent

Mean

SD

4.52

1.47

1,34

1.61

1.25

1 64

4 43

136

Missing

9. I fee! I’m positively influencing other people’s lives through my work.
335
1
1
.3
Never
Few times/year or less
15
4.5
Once/month or less
5.4
18
57
Few times/month
17.0
Once/week
11.6
39
Few times/week
95
28.3
32 7
Every day
110
10. I've become more caSous toward people since I took this job.
331
5
Never
142
42.3
Few Umes/year or less
78
23.2
Once/month or less
39
116
Few times/month
28
83
S3
Crce/week
21
54
Few tlm M to w k
18
Every day
5
1.5
11.1 worry fia t ffxs job ts hardening me emotionally

333

3

Never
Few Omes/year or test

167
57
43
22
20

Oncefrnonffi or Jess

Few tamesfcTrionSh
Onee/week

Few times/Week

18

Everyday

497
170
12.8
65

6,0
54

6

18

5

1,5

12. I fee* very wrecrpesic.
Never
Few in w f jM i or
O nceftnonti or Jet*

rtTw wrr^^/rncjfiTri

Few ttm aafoM k

Everyday

332

4

6

16

22

6.5

49
43
141
66

14.6
12.8
42.0
196

Table 15— (cont.)

N
Total Valid
13. I feel frustrated by rrryjob
334
Never
Few bmes/year or less
Once/month or less
Few femes/montfi
Ones/week
Few omes/week
Everyday

Frequency

Percent

Mean

SD

3.07

1.80

Missing

2
24
58
46
77
39
52
38

7.1
17.3
13.7
22.9
11.6
15.5
11.3

29
39
38
73
4-6
65
43

8.6
11.6
11.3
21.7
13.7
19.3
12.8

15 i donT ttse©v cane what happens to some students.
330
S
186
Never
82
Few amesfyeor or »ess
33
Onoaftnonffi or less
Few tTmes/monSb
18
6
•■v ICtt **?©*
Few ttnw ftm fc
2
1
Every day

560
24,4
98
54
18
8
3

16. Woriuna with people dhrecSy puts too much stress on me.
333
3
Never
110
Few hmesytjar or Jess
110
61
Onc&’imoosh or less
Few ttmnftnonffi
35
Once,Wee*
7
Few tmes/wee*
8
Everyday
2

32,7
32.7
182
10.4
2.1
24
6

14. I feel I'm working too hanj on my job.
333
3
Never
Few Kmes/ycar or less
Once/month or >ess
Few bmes/rnersh
OncatoMk
Few femes/week
Everyday

1.83

1,08

1 25

126
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Table 15~{cont.)
N
Total Vaifd

Frequency

Percent

Mean

SD

5.06

1.06

4 54

1.25

4.26

1 39

1.29

1 59

Missing

17. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my students.
325
11
Never
1
Few times/year or less
3
Oncarmooth or less
2
Few times/month
28
OncatoMfc
33
Few bmes/week
128
Everyday
130

.3
.9
6
8.3
9.8
38.1
38.7

18. I feet exhCvatod after working closely with my students
333
3
Never
1
Few tknM fyM r or less
6
Once/mcnth or less
10
Few ?«m*srm©rs5h
57
Onoehvee*.
65
Few fcmes/week
109
Every day
85

.3
1.8
3.0
17.0
19.3
32,4
25.3

19. I have aocomphs^ed many worthwhile things »n this job.
331
5
Never
3
Few tjmeS'V&ar cr lets
9
QnceSmanTh or Jess
26
Few trnes.'rrorah
58
Oocewee*
67
Few ttnM taM k
102
Everyday
66

.9
2,7
77
17.3
19,9
304
19.6

20. I ?eei Wee rm at the end of my rope
333
Never
Few weeS'Vear or kws
Orx»mor«h or less
Few tmes.’morth
OnceWeek
Few Vmmfmmtk
Every Cary

426
28,5
10.1
8.0
5.1
48
2.1

3
143
89
34
27
17
16
7

91
Table 15—(cont.)
Frequency

N
Total Valid

Percent

Mean

SD

4.20

1.47

1 88

1 52

Missing

21. In my work. I deai wrtb emotional problems very calmly.
324
12
5
Neve10
Few times/yea; or less
26
Once/montfi or less
Few times/montn
68
50
OnceAvoeV.
96
Few times/wee*
69
Everyday
22. I ?eei students blame me tor some of their problems.
327
9
49
Never
127
Few tjmes.'yerr <r less
49
Onoe/rrxnth or less
53
Few timesfmointh
21
Oncefwee*
Few bmes/wee*
22
Every day
6

1.5
3.0
7.7
20.2
14.9
28 6
20.5

14 6
37 8
14 6
158
6.3
65

1.8

Each procedure produced a one-way analysis of variance for a dependent
variable (e g., age) by a single independent variable (e.g.. Emotional
Exhaustion). Significance was found among the means of the demographic
variables of age, degree, and perceived pressure to engage in research or
creative activity.
Table 16 shews the score means and standard deviations of the faculty
sample by age on the three MSI sub-scales. On Emotional Exhaustion, the
highest mean was 25.18 for faculty between the ages of 40 and 49.
On Depersonalization, the highest mean (7.81) was also computed for
ages 40-49. And on Personal Accomplishment, the lowest mean was 35.93 for
ages 40 to 49.
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Tabie 16
Score Means and Standard Deviations of Faculty bv Age on MBI Sub-scales
95% Confidence
Interval for Mean

N

Mean

SD

SE

Lower
Bound

20-29
30-39

4
53

40-49
50+
Total

101

146
304

16.25
21.04
26.18
1981
22.12

14 31
10.06
12.65
10.23
11.44

7.16
1.38
1.26
.85
.66

0.00
18.26
23.68
18.13
20.83

41.03
23.81
28.68
21 48
23.41

Depersonalization
20-29
30-39
40-49
50+
Total

53
101
146
304

7.75
5.96
7.81
550
638

550
4 52
552
5 02
5.20

2.75
62
55
42
.30

0.00
4 72
6.72
4 68
579

16.50
7.21
8.90
632
6.96

Personal Accomplishment
20-29
30-39
40-«9
50+
Total

4
53
101
146
304

38 50
36.72
35 93
36.75
36 50

2.65
7.15
6 10
709
6.74

1.32
98
61
59
39

34.29
34.75
34.73
3559
3574

42.71
38.69
37.13
37.91
37.26

Sub-scale

Upper Bound

Emotional Exhaustion

4

Table 17 is the ANOVA summary table with significant F-vaiues showing
differences existed among She means on the Maslach Burnout InventoryEducators Survey sub-scale of Emotional Exhaustion. An F-value of 6.920 was
found. On the sub-scale of Depersonalization, an F-value of 4.292 was
calculated. These F-values are significant at the .05 level.
An F-value of .443 indicated no significant difference existed among the
means on the sub-scale of Personal Accomplishment. Again, this was not
statistically significant at the .05 level.
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Table 17
ANOVA Summary Table for Age on MBI Sub-scales
SS

df

MS

F

Emotional Exhaustion
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2565.640
37078.097
39643.737

3
300
303

855.213
123.594

6.920*

Depersonai ization
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

336.896
7848 600
8185497

3
300
303

112.299
26.162

4.292*

60 604
13687 393
13747 997

3
300
303

20.201
45625

443

Personal Accomplishment
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

* a < os
Tukeys procedure, the results of which are displayed in Table 18.
revealed which means differed significantly on the sub-scale of Emotional
Exhaustion. A Tukey s Value of 2.725 (c < .05) signified that faculty who were
ages 40-49 had a significantly higher Emotional Exhaustion score than faculty
with ages 30-39.
In addition, a Tukey s Value of 4.426 denoted that faculty who were ages
40-49 also had a higher Emotional Exhaustion score than faculty who were 50
end over. A higher Emotional Exhaustion score indicated a higher level of
bumouf
There were no significant differences between the means of age groups
40-49 and 20-29. Again, it is noted that the testing for significance was done at
the .05 level.
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Table 18
Tukev's Procedure for Aoe on Emotional Exhaustion Sub-scale
95% Confidence Interval

(I) Age

(J) Age

Mean
Difference
<W)

20-29

30-39
40-49
50*

-2.789
-7.928
1.558

5.765
5.668
5.634

-.483
-1.398
-.276

-17.597
-22.489
-16.033

12.022
6.632
12.916

30-39

20-29
40-49
50+

2.789
-5.141
1.230

5.765
1.886
1.783

.483
-2.725*
.689

-12.022
-9.985
-3.351

17.597
-.296
5.810

40-49 * 6

20-29
30-39
50+

7.928
5.141
6.370

5.658
1 886
1.439

1.398
2.725*
4.426*

-6.632
.296
2.674

22.489
9.985
10.066

50*

20-29
30-39
40-49

1 558
-1230
-5.370

5.634
1.783
1.439

.276
-.689
-4 426*

-12.916
-5.810
-10.066

16.033
3.351
-2.674

SE

Tukey's
HSD

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

* B < 05
* Faculty ages 40-49 had a s«gmfican9y higher Emotional Exhaustion score than ages 30*39.
* Faculty ages 40-49 had a s»gn«f»cantty higher Emotional Exhaustion scons than ages 50 and over.

In Table 19. on the sub-scale of Depersonalization, a Tukey's Value of
3.492 was significant at the .05 level. This meant that faculty in the age group of
40 to 49 years had a significantly higher Depersonalization score than faculty 50
and over.
There were no significant differences between the mean scores of age
groups 40-49 and 20-29 with a Tukey's Value of 2.372. Likewise, there were no
significant differences between aoe groups 40-4^ and 30-39 with a Tukey's
Value of 2.130 at the 05 level.
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Table 19
Tukev’s Procedure for Ace on Depersonalization Sub-scaie
95% Confidence Interval

(1) Age

(J) Age

Mean
Difference
(l-J)

20-29

30-39
40-49
50+

1.788
-6.188
2.250

2.652
2.608
2.592

.674
-2.372
868

-5.026
-6.761
-4.410

8.601
6.637
8.910

30-39

20-29
4049
50+

-1.788
-1.850
462

2.652
.868
820

-.674
-2.130
.563

-8.601
-4.078
-1.645

5.026
.379
2.570

40-49*

20-29
30-39
50+

6.168
1 850
2.312

2.608
868
562

2.372
2.130
3.492*

-6.637
-.379
.611

6.761
4.078
4.013

50*

20-29
30-39
40-49

-2.250
-452
-2312

2.592
820
662

-868
-563
-3 492*

-8.910
-2.570
•4.013

4.410
1.645
-.611

SE

Tukey's
HSD

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

* a < 05
• Faculty a ges AO-49 had a s«gntfican9y higher Depersonalization score than ages 50 and over.

Score means and standard deviations of faculty by degree on the MBI
sub-scales are provided in Table 20.
On the sub-scale of Emotional Exhaustion, the highest score mean of
32.75 was shared by four faculty holding the specialist's degree and four faculty
with degrees other than the bachelor s, master s, specialist's, or doctoral.
On Depersonalization, a score mean of 9.50 was the highest computed
for the same four faculty who held degrees other than those listed on the
questionnaire. And on the sub-scale of Personal Accomplishment the lowest
mean score (35.78) was for faculty with the doctoral degree.
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Table 20
Score Means and Standard Deviations of Faculty by Degree on MBI Sub-scales
95% Confidence
interval for Mean

Sub-scale
Emotional Exhaustion
Bachelor's
Master's
Special tst's
Doctoral
Other
Total
Depersonalization
Bachelor’s
Master's
Specialist's
Doctoral
Other
Tola!
Personal Accompfcshrnen!
Bachelor's
Master's
Special tst's
Doctoral
Other
Total

N

Mean

SD

SE

Lower
Bound

6
63
4

19.83
20.56
32.75
22.24
32.75
22.12

3.71
11.24
16.52
11.48
4.72
11.44

1.51
1.42
8.26
.76
2.36
.66

15.94
17.73
5.46
20.74
25.24
20 83

23.73
23.39
59.04
23.74
40.26
23.41

2.17
6.24
8 75
6 43
9.50
0.38

1.60
5.10
8.06
5.18
5.25
5.20

65
.64
4,03
34
3.12
.30

49
4.95
-4 07
5.75
-44
5 79

3.85
7.52
21.57
7.11
19.44
6.96

38.83
38.70
39 25
35.78
36.25
36 50

5.19
6.10
981
6.79
6 40
6 74

2.12
.77
4.91
45
3.20
39

33 38
37.16
23 64
34 89
26.07
3574

44 28
40.23
54,86
36.67
46.43
37.26

227
A

304

6
63
A

227
A

304

6
63
A

227
A

304

Upper Bound

Table 21 reports the results of 3 one-way ANOVA to determine if there
were significant differences between the score means. On Emotional
Exhaustion and Depersonaftzabon. F-values of 2.119 and 1.583. respectively,
were not significant at the .05 level. However, on the sub-scale of Personal
Accomplishment, an F-value of 2.736 was significant (p < .05).
Tukey's procedure was run for degree to determine which score means
were significantly different
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Table 21
ANOVA Summary Table for Degree on MBl Sub-scales
F

SS

df

MS

Emotionai Exhaustion
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1092 694
38551 043
39643.737

4
299
303

273.173
128.933

2.119

Depersonalization
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

169.793
8015704
8185.497

4
299
303

42.448
26.808

1.583

485 407
13262.590
13747 997

4
299
303

121.352
44.356

2.736*

Personal Acccxrspftshmen;
Between Groups
Within Groups
Tola!

* 2 < 05

Table 22 records the Tukey's Value of -3.079 (g < .05) between faculty
with the doctoral degree and faculty who held the master's degree. Faculty wrth
doctoral degrees had a significantly lower Personal Accomplishment score than
faculty with master's degrees.
At the .05 level, significance was only found between the mean scores of
those faculty bolding the doctoral degree and those with the master's degree.
No significant differences were noted between faculty with a doctoral degree and
faculty with a bachelor s degree. Also, there were no significant differences
between faculty with the doctoral degree and faculty with the specialist's degree.
Finally, no significance was indicated between those faculty members who held
a doctoral degree and faculty members who held a degree other than a
bachelor's, master's or specialist's.
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Table 22
Tukev's Procedure for Decree on Persona! Accomplishment Sub-scale
95% Confidence Interval

(J) Degree

Mean
Difference
(W )

SE

Tukey
HSD

Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Bachelor's

Master's
Specialist's
Doctoral
Other

135
-417
3 054
2563

2.845
4299
2 755
4 299

.047
-097
1.108
601

-7.627
-12.144
-4.461
-9.144

7.897
11.310
10.568
14.310

Masters

Bachelor's
Speoaf'-srs
Doctors'
Other

- 135
-552
2.919
2 4 *8

2 845
3 434
948
3.434

-047
- 161
3.079*
.713

-7 897
-9.919
332
-6.919

7.627
8816
5.506
11.816

S oeoaH fs

Bachelor's
Master's
Doctoral
Other

417
552
3 470
3 000

4 299
3.434
3 359
4 709

097
.161
1 033
637

-11.310
-8.816
-5.693
-9 846

12.14*
9.919
12.634
15 846

Doctoral*

Bachelor's
Masters
Speoa’tsfs
Other

-3054
-2919
-3 470
-470

2.755
948
3359
2.359

•1.108
-3.079*
-1 033
-.140

-10.568
-5.506
-12634
-9 634

4 461
-.332
5 693
8 693

Other

Bachelor's
Master's
SpacM sTs
Doctor#

-2 583
-2 4 *8
-3 000
470

4 299
3434
4 709
3 359

-601
- 713
-637
140

-14,310
-11 816
-15846
-8 693

9 144
6919
9 846
9 634

(1) Degree

*a< os
• f a a jy - with doctor# d eg rees had a wprwficanfly lower Personal Accomplishment score than
those w O mastaTs degrees

Table 23 displays the score means and standard deviations of faculty by
their seif-reported perception of pressure to engage in research and creative
activity. On the sub-scale of Emotional Exhaustion, the highest score mean of
32.75 was shared by four faculty holding the specialist's degree and four faculty
with degrees other than the bachelor's, master's, specialist's, or doctoral.
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Table 23
Score Means ar,d Standard Deviations of Faculty bv Pressure to Encaoe in Publishing or
Creative Activity on M3I Sab-scales
95% Confidence
Interval for Mean

N

Mean

SO

SE

Lower
Bound

Emotional Exhaustion
Yes
No
Total

202
98
300

23.68
19.01
22.15

1146
10.62
11.39

.81
1.07
66

22.09
16.88
20.86

25.27
21.14
2345

DepersocaJtattion
Yes
No
Total

202
98
300

6 48
6.27
641

5.27
5.14
5.22

.37
52
.30

574
523
5.81

721
7.30
700

Personal AccomptfShmer!
Yes
No
Total

202
98
300

36 49
35.30
3542

6 68
688
6.74

47
69
.39

35,56
34,92
35.66

37 41
37.68
37.19

Sub-scales

Upper Bound

On Depersonalization. 6.43 was the highest score mean and. again, was
reported by faculty who fe®t pressure (Yes). On Personal Accomplishment, the
lowest score mean (36.30) was for those faculty who reported that they did not
feel pressure (No) to engage in research and creative activity.
In Table 24. an F-vailue of 11 471 (c < .05) on Emotional Exhaustion
indicates that those faculty who responded by indicating that they did feel
pressure to engage in research and creative activity significantly differed from
those who did not feet the pressure. Significant differences wem not found on
Depersonalization and Persona! Accomplishment with F-values of .107 and .052.
respectively.
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Table 24

M -gigakscalss
F

SS

df

MS

Emotional Exhaustion
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

1437.873
37353.074
38790.947

1
298
299

1437.873
125.346

Depersonalization
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

2 908
8137 478
8140 387

1
298
299

2.908
27.307

.107

2 363
13568 874
13571.237

1
298
299

2.363
45.533

.052

Personal Accompirshmert
Between Groups
Within Groups
Total

• 2 < 05

11.471*

CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS. AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The intent of this study was to investigate the levels of burnout among
public, postsecondary faculty in the North Dakota University System. Eight
colleges and universities were selected in three categories as classified by the
American Association of University Professors. The Maslach Burnout
Inventory— Educators Survey (MB!— ES) was utilized to measure the levels of
burnout on the three sub*scaies of Emobona! Exhaustion, Depersonalization,
and Personal Accomplishment.
Specifically. the research questions were:
1. What level of burnout exists among full-time, postsecondary faculty?
2. Are there a .y differences «n burr,out levels by rank among full-time,
postsecondary faculty7
3. Are there differences in burnout levels of full-time faculty members by
category of msbtutjon?
4. Are there differences »n burnout levels by certain demographic
variables7
A sample size of dose to 33% was de ennined from the total population of
full-time faculty holding rank of assistant, associate, or full professor in the North
Dakota University System. To ensure a high return rate, a telephone pre-contact
101
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was made requesting permission to send a cover letter, a faculty data sheet, and
the MBI— ES. A self-addressed, stamped envelope was also included in the
mailing. Of the 350 who received the mailing, 336 responded. After discarding
incomplete returns, 306 were used. Full-time employment was controlled by the
faculty data sheet.
Data analysis included descriptive and inferential statistics to compute
frequencies and to test the means for significant differences.
Summary
The most notable finding was the significantly high level of burnout on all
three M9I sub-scales for North Dakota faculty. Respondents reported
significantly higher mean scores on Emotional Exhaustion and
Depersonalization, and significantly tower mean scores on Personal
Accompi rshmeet than the normative population
The One-Way Analysis of Vananoe procedure and the post hoc test,
Tukey's procedure, revealed significant differences in burnout levels by rank. In
this study, associate professors reported a significantly higher Depersonalization
score than either toll or assistant professors. In the literature, two studies (Dillon
& Tanner. 1995; Seagle. 1985) found significant differences in burnout levels by
rank and four studies (Anderson. 1998; Carson, 1998; Manning. 1990;
Staurovsky. 1992) found no significant differences. However, both Dhton and
Tanner and Seagie discovered that assistant professors had significantly higher
Personal Accomplishment scores. Dillon and Tanner also documented
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significantly higher Emotional Exhaustion scores for assistant professors. In
each study, the sub-scaie of Depersonalization was not significantly different by
rank.
This study also found no statistically significant differences in burnout
levels by category of institution. The literature is divided regarding this variable.
Lusk (1985) and Graves-Colquhoun (1992) have shown that the type of
institution is significantly correlated to burnout levels. Nevertheless. Dillon and
Tanner (1995) and Youree (1984). while concurring that there are significant
differences among burnout levels by rank, do not find any significant differences
when it comes to the variable of category of institution.
Other significant findings from this study indude the variables of age.
highest degree, and perceived pressure to engage in publishing or creative
productions. Age as a significant variable in burnout levels is well-supported by
nine studies in the research literature, and no less than five of those studies
(Byrne. 1991: Hughes. 1995: Seagle. 1985; Watkins. 1986: Wooten &
McCullough, 1985) have reported that the age group 40-49 has a significantly
higher score of burnout on at least one of the sub-scales of the Maslach Burnout
Inventory or the Burnout Assessment Inventory. Specifically, as It relates to the
MBI, signrficantfy higher scores have been reported on Emotional Exhaustion
and significantly lower scores on Personal Accomplishment.
This study enhances those findings by the observation that North Dakota
faculty ages 40-49 had a significantly higher score than either age group. 30-39
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or 50 and over. In addition, the same age group, 40-49, had a significantly
higher Depersonalization score than the 50 and over group.
Two studies in the literature have shown that the degree held by faculty is
a significant variable among burnout levels. Cianfrini (1996) and Lusk (1985)
report level of education correlating with Perse nal Accomplishment and burnout,
respectively. The present study of North Dakota faculty found that those with
master's degrees had a significantly higher Personal Accomplishment score than
those with doctoral degrees. Thus, while a higher level of burnout for those with
doctoral degrees was noted, significantly more feelings of competence and
successful achievement in work were indicated for those with master s degrees.
The last finding was faculty who indicated they felt pressure to publish or
make creative productions had a signrficantly higher score on Emotional
Exhaustion than those who reported that they did not feel any pressure. The
literature reveals three studies that support this finding, and none against it.
While Gold (1988) and Wooten and McCullough (1985) desenbed publishing
pressure as being signrficantly correlated with burnout. Manning (1990)
particularly details the number of publications that are associated with higher
levels of burnout, that number being three or more.
Conclusions
Based on the data, a burnout profile can be partially constructed. A
typical burned out North Dakota faculty member is one who is a full-time.
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associate professor, between the ages of 40 and 49. holds a doctoral degree,
and feels pressure to engage in scholarly activity.
A significantly high degree of burnout on Emotional Exhaustion,
Depersonalization, and Personal Accomplishment among the North Dakota
sample is not surprising to this researcher. Limited resources, low salaries, and
a heavy workload are characteristic of positions in North Dakota higher
education. Recent budget cuts by the leadership and lawmakers in North
Dakota have only served to intensify and aggravate an already stressful work
environment. Salaries for North Dakota faculty are consistently the lowest in the
nation. And while tuition rates go up. salary level gaps between ranks are
becoming ever smaller. With decreasing numbers of students projected to
attend North Dakota's public, postsecordary institutions in the future, calls for
efficiency and accountability are placing even greater workloads on broken
backs.
While it must be remembered that this study found no significant
differences between the category of institution on the three MB! sub-scales,
about two thirds of the sample of associate professors (72 of 118) are employed
in category I or doctoral-granting institutions. There may be reasons why this
rank of professors reported a significantly high level of burnout on
Depersonalization.
First, at category I institutions, there is a greater emphasis on research
and publication or activity resulting in creative productions (in addition to
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teaching and service) than at any other type of institution. Second, and keeping
in mind that the significance was on the sub-scale of Depersonalization, many
courses at the doctoral-granting institutions are taught by graduate teaching
assistants. Thus, less contact with students and more focusing on research for
the “middle’ faculty member results in an isolated, lonely, and lost feeling. A
significantly higher score on Depersonalization is the outcome.
Recommendations
This study was limited to the North Dakota faculty of three categories of
institutions as classified by the American Association of University Professors.
Although the sample size was close to a third of the population, not all the
colleges and universities in North Dakota were represented. As a result, not all
of the categories of institution were included. A larger sample size consisting of
all the respective higher education institutions would increase generalizability.
Only full-time faculty were surveyed in this study while part-time faculty
(e g., adjuncts, lecturers) are becoming more and more common. Future
research could indude both full-time and part-time faculty in investigating
burnout levels. Studies could explore the effects, if any. of part-time faculty on
full-time faculty in the organization.
The Maslach Burnout Inventory is a highly popular instrument for
measuring burnout levels. Nonetheless, there are other instruments available to
researchers such as the Burnout Assessment Inventory, the Matthews Burnout
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Scale, and the Pines, Aronson, and Kafry Tedium Scale. Each of these may
provide unique information about burnout not common to the MBl.
Future research could include studies to determine burnout levels among
administrators or those faculty who have both a teaching load and administrative
responsibilities. Additionally, academic deans, department chairs, presidents,
and others could be observed.
Additional studies involving interviews to support findings would enhance
and lead to greater conclusions about burnout levels among public,
postsecondary faculty. Causal designs to determine the relationships between
demographic variables and burnout levels are also recommended.
Due to the significantly higher levels of burnout in North Dakota faculty
than the national average, North Dakota faculty are encouraged to become
aware of the particular stressors that they react to in their positions and practice
ways to reduce and prevent burnout. Many techniques, from being more
assertive to being able to say no. have aided in the reduction of stress and the
prevention of bumout
North Dakota administrators in higher education, such as chairpersons,
are asked to be sensitive to the behaviors and effects that result from stress and
burnout. Flexibility, creativity, and support are key to helping a faculty member
with a high level of burnout
Those in leadership could also administer one of the burnout inventories
to their respective faculty members. On the MBl, full-time faculty members
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would not be able to determine if they were burned out individually, but would be
able to use the MB!— ES for self-assessment. Individuals could compare their
scores to the norms to assess themselves in relation to other teachers. This
information could contribute to individual educators’ plans to alleviate stress or to
manage their careers (Maslach et al., 1996).
Finally, results from individual departmental assessments of faculty could
assist the administration in developing programs to help those currently
experiencing the burnout syndrome, developing programs to prevent burnout
from occurring, and focusing on the analysis and change of organizational
structures and policies to create a more healthy working environment. Many
excellent faculty at al! levels are being lost t} burnout; it simply cannot be
ignored.
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<Date>

Professor <RrstName> <LastName>
<Address>
<OrganrzationName>
<City>, <St**e> <PostalCode>
Dear Professor <LastName>:
You have been chosen as part of a random sample of full-time higher education
faculty in the state of North Dakota to respond to a job-attitude survey. As a doctoral
candtdate in higher education. I have become aware of the concern among faculty of not
being attended to by state public institutions. The attached data sheet and survey
concerning job attitude rs part of my doctoral dissertation, and will help me to study
faculty attitudes.
This study is under the supervision of Dr. Myma R. Olson, professor of Teaching
and Learning and chair of my doctoral advisory committee. The statistical analysis is
being supported by Dr. John D. Williams, professor of Educational Foundations and
Research.
Results of this study wrii serve to determine the health of the organizational
dimate in which fufMsme facuity work and. hopefully, to contribute to the improvement of
that climate.
! am particularly desirous of obtaining your responses because your position,
wor k, and experience m higher education will contribute significantly toward solving
some of the problems in this important area of education
I win appreciate it if you will complete the enclosed Faculty Data Sheet and
Ed u ca tors S u rve y and return them prior to (date) in the postage-paid envelope enclosed

Please be assured that the information you provide will be treated confidentially.
Absolutely no individual data wi’i be reported. If you would tike a copy of the results of
this survey, t would be pleased to send them to you. Thank you for your time and
cooperation
Sincerely,

Justin J. Wageman. Doctoral Candidate
Teaching and Learning
Enc
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Faculty' Data Sheet
A. Your sex;

_____(l)m ale

B.

Your age:

_____(1) 20-29 _____(2) 30-39 _____(3) 40-49 _____ (4) 50 and over

C.

Mama! sums

D.

_____(2) female

_____(1) single

_____(2) married

_____(3) divorced

_____(4) widowed

_____(5) other (please specify_____________________ )

Based on your definition of spirituality, bow spiritual do you consider yourself to be?
(Circle the appropriate number )
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

pot *i all
spamial

E.

very
spiritual

Please tndacate the httbest degree level you hav e achieved
_____(1) Bachelor's _____(2) Master *

_____(3) Specialist'*

_____(4) Doctorate

_____(5) Other (please specify_______ __________________ ________________ ______ )

F.

What year dad you reserve your highest degree'’ 19

G.

Your rank
_____(!) Fall Professor

_____(2) Associate Professor _____ (3) Assistant Professor

_____(4) Other (please specify................

............. )

H.

How many years base you been ra your carrent rank? ___

I.

How many years have you been a faculty member in North Dakota? ___ ___ year*

years

Are you tenured7 _____(1) Y e * ______ (2) N*o

K.

What n yew dwcrplme7 _____________ _______________ ____ _______________

L

What a yam sa5ary per vear. S________ ______________ _____

M.

Do you fieri pressure to engage ta research and creative activity7

N.

How many pabbcatxns or creative production* havx you been credited with in the last two v'ears?

(]) Yes

(2) No

_ jrn Nose _____(21 1-2 ____ (3) 3-4 _____(4) 5-10 _____(5) 11-20 _____(6) 21*
O . F.sBetjKc the n umber of boars per week you devote to:
Teaching ( a d s d a g preparanoo and smdest advisement)

__________ hours per week

Resewcti a d creuthre aerm ry

__________ hour* per week

Savsre

__________ hour* per week

P Type of student you teach.: _____(1) Undergraduate ____ (2) Graduate _____ (2) Both
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